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2018-2022 Recreation and Conservation 
Plan: Public Participation Summary 
 

Prepared by Leslie Connelly, Natural Resource Policy Specialist, Recreation and Conservation Office 

September 26, 2017 

Public Participation 

Involving the public and stakeholders was a key element of developing the state plan and associated specific 

recreation plans. The Recreation and Conservation Office engaged with external interests in a number of different 

ways and formats.  

Planning Advisory Committee 

The office formed a Planning Advisory Committee in March 2016 to provide assistance and feedback on the 

agency’s planning efforts. The members of the committee contributed greatly to the planning work providing 

feedback on the drafts plans and advising on public outreach efforts. The committee met eight times from July 

2016 to September 2017. The committee will continue to meet over the life of the plan to provide advice on its 

implementation. 

The office acknowledges the committee’s tremendous effort. A list of committee members is below. 

Local Government 

Leslie Betlach, City of Renton, Parks Planning and Natural Resources Director  

Jessica Emerson, King County, Project Manager, Department of Natural Resources and Parks 

Erik Hanberg, Tacoma Metro Parks, Commission President 

Pete Mayer, Tacoma Metro Parks, Assistant Executive Director 

Michael Shiosaki, Citizen Recreation and Conservation Funding Board Member Liaison, Planning & 

Development Division Director, Seattle Parks and Recreation  

State Government 

Barb Chamberlain, Active Transportation Manager, Department of Transportation 

Amy Ellings, Healthy Eating Active Living Program Manager, Department of Health  

Nikki Fields, Parks Planner, State Parks and Recreation Commission 

Glenn Glover, Planning and Development Manager for Recreation, Department of Natural Resources 

Heather Kapust, Environmental Planner, Department of Ecology 

James Kissee, Physical Activity Coordinator, Department of Health 

Ike Nwankwo, Western WA Growth Management Services Manager, Department of Commerce 

Melinda Posner, Environmental Planner, Lands Division, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 



2018-2022 Recreation and Conservation Plan: Public Participation Report | 2 

 

Jon Snyder, Policy Advisory to the Governor, Outdoor Recreation and Economic Development 

Citizen 

Jim Eychaner, Citizen, former RCO Staff  

Past Members 

Andrew Beagle, Practical Solutions and Multimodal Policy Engineer, Department of Transportation 

Diane Wiatr, Statewide Active Transportation Coordinator, Department of Transportation 

 

Grant Program Advisory Committees 

The Recreation and Conservation Funding Board’s grant program advisory committees were engaged to vet early 

plan recommendations, solicit new ideas, and get early feedback on draft materials. The following grant program 

advisory committees were involved throughout this planning process: 

 Aquatic Lands Enhancement Account 

 Boating Programs 

 Land and Water Conservation Fund 

 Nonhighway and Off-road Vehicles Activities Program 

 Recreational Trails Program 

 Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program - Local Parks  

 Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program - Trails 

 Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program – Water Access 
 

Other Outreach 

Recreation and Conservation Office staff worked diligently to connect with organizations and make presentations 

throughout the planning process to further vet ideas and draft recommendations. Much of this outreach was very 

informal and resulted in a broader set of feedback beyond the work with the advisory committees. Below is a list 

of the organizations that staff connected with from September 2015 to September 2017. 

 2016 Washington State Trails Conference Session 

 2017 Washington Recreation and Parks Association Conference Session 

 Agency Boating Committee 

 Backcountry Horsemen of Washington State 

 Big Tent Coalition 

 Evergreen Mountain Bike Alliance 

 Interagency Committee on Active Transportation 

 Pacific Coast Joint Venture 

 Recreational Boaters Association of Washington 

 Washington Boaters Alliance 

 Washington Coalition to Promote Physical Activity 

 Washington Department of Ecology 

 Washington Department of Health 

 Washington Department of Natural Resources 

 Washington Department of Transportation 

 Washington Off Highway Vehicle Alliance 

 Washington Recreation and Parks Association 

 Washington State Commission on Asian American and Pacific Islander Affairs 
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 Washington Trails Association 

 Washington Wildlife and Recreation Coalition 

 Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 

 Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission 

 Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission Paddlesport Advisory Committee 

 U.S. Forest Service 

 

Open Public Meetings 

The Recreation and Conservation Funding Board accepted public comment during planning discussions at regular 

business meetings. A list of the meetings is below. No one provided public comment at the first three meetings. 

The fourth meeting will be held after this report is published. 

Meeting Date Meeting Location Agenda Item Number 

September 16, 2015 Spokane 10 

November 19, 2015 Olympia 15 

July 13, 2017 Lacey 7 

October 11, 2017 Olympia 3 

 

Formal Public Comment Notice 

In addition to the informal outreach discussed above, the draft plan and associated specific recreation plans were 

available for formal public comment from August 10 to September 10, 2017. Public notice was sent to more than 

2,500 individuals via email. Reminder notices were sent halfway through the comment period. Notice was also 

published on the office’s Web site, Facebook, and Twitter. A press release was sent to all major news outlets 

across the state and media attention was received in nine articles listed below. 

 Big Tent News (8/9/17) 

 Public (8/10/17) 

 Grays Harbor KXRO 101.7 FM (8/14/17) 

 RV Daily Report (8/15/17) 

 Peninsula Daily News (8/16/17) 

 Wenatchee Koho101 FM (8/17/17) 

 Chelan KOZI 93.5 FM (8/18/17) 

 Centralia Chronicle (8/22/17) 

 Yakima Herald (9/4/17) 

 

Summary of Public Comment Received 

Forty-three comments were received via email or through a comment form on the Web site on all of the plans and 

the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board’s Unifying Strategy. Appendix A is a table of all comments received 

and staff’s response to the comments. Below is a summary of comments received by topic and changes proposed 

in response. Overall, the outcome of the public comment is better plans with clearer recommendations for the 

next 5 years. 

State Recreation and Conservation Plan and Board’s Unifying Strategy - Public Comments Summary 

Twelve comments were received on the State Recreation and Conservation Plan and the Board’s Unifying Strategy. 

The majority of comments (8) were from private citizens. The remaining commenters (4) were from local and state 

http://bigtentcoalition.info/Home/state-seeks-comment-on-outdoor-recreation-plan
http://www.publicnow.com/view/F36D6D695FA329158BC099B2901B72FA3FDCFDE8?2017-08-10-19:30:11+01:00-xxx7941
http://www.kxro.com/input-needed-allocation-recreational-funds/
http://rvdailyreport.com/campground/wa-input-needed-on-allocation-of-recreational-funds/
https://www.peninsuladailynews.com/news/state-seeks-comment-on-outdoor-recreation-plan/
http://koho101.com/2017/08/state-seeks-comments-on-outdoor-recreation-plan/
http://kozi.com/tag/draft-recreation-plan/
http://www.chronline.com/news/state-soliciting-comments-on-five-year-outdoor-recreation-plan/article_c577140c-875f-11e7-8962-83d0fa6eb631.html
http://www.yakimaherald.com/news/local/yakima-valley-s-outdoor-amenities-offer-huge-economic-potential/article_69fafbde-91f5-11e7-a5f0-ebeb88bbc66b.html
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government and nonprofit organizations. Overall, comments were supportive with suggestions on clarifications 

and improvements. 

Staff made revisions to the state plan to clearly link the plan with the board’s Unifying Strategy, provide more 

details in the recommendations, and reorganized content to better reflect the plan structure. In some cases, 

details that are more specific on how to implement certain recommendations could not be provided, but staff 

acknowledged that ongoing discussions would help provide further direction to recreation service providers and 

land managers. 

There were some suggestions from the public that were not implemented. One commenter suggested creating 

new priorities to engage youth leaders in recreation and conservation and to support nonprofit organizations. 

While not included as additional priorities, the plan was bolstered with these recommendations within the existing 

plan priorities.  

Another comment that was not addressed is the preference to fund projects in urban areas as required by Revised 

Code of Washington 79A.25.250 because this is already a state law. 

Evaluation Criteria Changes - Public Comments Summary 

One of the action items in the board’s Unifying Strategy is to revise the evaluation criteria in five of the grant 

programs to incorporate a question on meeting state priorities for underserved populations and improve health 

conditions. Staff received two comments on the proposed changes. Both comments were supportive. Minor 

revisions were also made to the Land and Water Conservation Fund criteria in response. 

State Trails Plan – Public Comments Summary 

Staff received twelve comments on the draft State Trails Plan. All but one commenter supported the plan. 

Commenters provided valuable suggestions on improvements to the plan goals and recommendations, many of 

which were incorporated. Overall, the trails community is interested in a full gap analysis of the trails system 

across the state, which is a laudable goal and is a recommendation in the Washington State Trails Strategic Plan. 

More resources will be needed to achieve this goal. In addition, of those who commented about whether to 

reinvigorate the State Recreation Trail Designation program, all were in support and provided suggestions about 

ways to move forward. 

State Community Athletic Facilities Plan – Public Comments Summary 

Three comments were received on the draft Community Athletic Facilities Plan. All commenters generally 

supported the plan. One person requested more emphasis on water-based competitive sports like sailing and 

kayaking. Staff responded that water-based facilities are better addressed in the Boating Grants Program Plan. 

Other suggestions from commenters were incorporated.  

Staff recognizes that this is the first State Community Athletic Facilities Plan prepared. In general, there appears to 

be less need for this type of specific recreation plan. Typically, athletic facilities are covered adequately in the state 

plan. The board may wish to consider whether or not to continue with this specific plan in the future. The 

Community Outdoor Athletic Facilities Act suggests, but does not require the board to prepare this plan. 

Boating Grants Program Plan - Public Comments Summary 

Staff received six public comments on the Boating Grants Program Plan: two from local governments and four 

individuals. There is no opposition to the plan. All commenters provided support for the plan, but proposed some 

updates to the draft.  

One commenter asked that the plan contain an item that looks at the policy requirement that fundable facilities 

must be for transient boaters. The commenter stated that many facility providers that have mostly permanent or 

commercial moorages still provide a service to recreational boaters and therefore should be allowed to compete 

http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=79A.25.250
http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=79A.25.250
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for grants. Staff did not update the plan in light of this suggestion. In addition, the commenter suggested 

evaluating the needs of facility providers as well as boaters in any needs assessment and include an evaluation of 

needs for urban versus rural boaters and providers. These issues were added to the plan.    

Nonhighway and Off-road Vehicle Activities Grant Program Plan - Public Comments Summary 

Staff received eight comments on the draft Nonhighway and Off-road Vehicle Activities Grant Program Plan: four 

from individuals and four from organizations. Nearly all of the commenters offered support for the plan and none 

opposed the plan. Most commenters had suggestions to further develop items within the plan itself.   

Staff did not make changes to the draft plan in light of the following suggestions: expand non-profit eligibility, 

ensure Nonhighway and Off-road Vehicle Activities funds augment rather than replace an applicant’s own funding, 

and coordinate planning and operations with other state and federal agencies. Each of these items requires 

authority and capabilities the office and the board do not currently have. 

Staff added the following to the plan per commenters’ suggestions: ensure thoroughness, equity, and accuracy in 

any fuel use study, state that off-road vehicle user satisfaction levels are lower than most other Nonhighway and 

Off-road Vehicle Activities supported activities, and monitor and respond to new trends in Nonhighway and Off-

road Vehicle Activities recreation. 
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Appendix A 

Index to Comments 

State Recreation and Conservation Plan and Board’s Unifying Strategy Comments 

Land and Water Conservation Fund Evaluation Criteria Comments 

Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program Trails Category Evaluation Criteria Comments 

State Trails Plan Comments 

State Community Athletic Facilities Plan Comments 

Boating Grants Program Plan Comments 

Nonhighway and Off-road Vehicle Activities Plan Comments 

State Recreation and Conservation Plan and Board’s Unifying Strategy Comments 

# Commenter Comment Staff Response 

1 Shane Belson 
Washington State 
Department of 
Fish and Wildlife 

Addressing Changing Demographics  
While I understand the intent/meaning of this sentence, it 
doesn't seem to be properly worded: "Between 2010 and 
2040, the racial and ethnic percent of the population is 
expected to increase from 18% to 28%." 
 
Unifying Strategy 
No link assoc w/ "click here" in sentence below: "Click here 
to see the changes to the evaluation criteria for the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund." 

Thank you for your comments.  
 
Addressing Changing Demographics  
The text has been revised to clarify the statement. “Between 2010 
and 2040, the percent of people of color is expected to increase 
from 27 percent to 44 percent of the total population.” 
 
Unifying Strategy 
Thank you for letting us know about the broken link. 

2 Denetta Brown 
Vancouver, WA 

Hello, I would just like to know with certainty that any plans 
will include cost transparency, including realistic funding for 
maintenance of new acquisitions, improved trails, etc. into 

Thank you for your comment supporting the need to address 
maintenance of new and improved recreation facilities. 
Maintenance is a priority in the state plan under Sustain and Grow 

http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/?page_id=1785


2018-2022 Recreation and Conservation Plan: Public Participation Report | 7 

 

# Commenter Comment Staff Response 

perpetuity. No point in buying, building, improving what 
cannot be well-maintained. Also, please ensure adequate 
parking. 

the Legacy of Parks, Trails, and Conservation Lands that include 
renovating and maintaining our existing facilities while creating new 
opportunities to meet the needs of a growing population. In 
addition to the priority in the plan, the Recreation and Conservation 
Funding Board recognizes the need to Build, Renovate, and 
Maintain Parks and Trails in its Unifying Strategy. The board does 
this mainly through its grant programs and evaluating proposed 
projects with a set of criteria. Maintenance of new acquisition and 
recreation facilities is considered during the evaluation of the grant 
applications. In particular, acquisition of land for habitat 
conservation in the Washington Wildlife and Recreation Program 
must address maintenance and operation costs as part a change 
made in state law in 2016. Other grant programs also include 
evaluation of maintenance costs for new recreation projects as one 
of the criteria considered. Finally, costs to maintain trails is eligible 
for grant funding in the certain grant programs such as the 
Nonhighway and Off-Road Vehicle Account and the Recreational 
Trails Program. 

3 Eric Burr  
Mazama, WA 

It should be the policy to abolish the Discover Pass and only 
charge fees for motorized recreation.  Self propelled trail 
use, horseback riding, and dogsledding should be 
subsidized by building and maintaining more trails. State 
Parks should be returned to adequate funding, and 
pressure should be put on Congress in DC to adequately 
fund National Parks and Forests, and to abolish the pass 
systems in place there too.  Otherwise as a rather vague 
policy statement it looks good.    

Thank you for your comment about the Discover Pass. The state 
plan does not address implementation of the Discover Pas. 
However, there is a reference in the state plan under Sustain and 
Grow the Legacy of Parks, Trails, and Conservation Lands to such an 
effort. The Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission is 
working with The Ruckelshaus Center at the University of 
Washington to develop options to improve the Discover Pass. See 
the project Web page for more information. 

4 Karen Daubert 
Former 
Recreation and 
Conservation 
Funding Board 
Member 
Seattle, WA 

I am pleased to see that the draft plan's first priority is to 
renovate facilities to meet today's growing recreation 
needs.  This is especially critical in the trails community 
(hiker, biker, packer) where existing trails and related 
infrastructure (eg bridges and turnpikes) are continuing to 
disintegrate and where public agencies and volunteers 
cannot keep up.  Forest fires are resulting in trails that are 
so timber-ridden that they are literally being lost.  Flash 
floods and warming temperatures are resulting in entire 

Thank you for your comment. Yes, a recreation facility includes 
trails and associated infrastructure. We will work to make ensure 
trail infrastructure is adequately referenced through the state plan. 

http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/?page_id=1785
http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/?page_id=1177
http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/?page_id=1785
http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/?page_id=1785
http://ruckelshauscenter.wsu.edu/projects/current-projects/recreation-fees-in-washington/
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trail systems being lost.  I am writing to make sure that 
"trail facilities" and not simply buildings are included in this 
overall priority. 

5 Andrea Imler 
Washington Trails 
Association 

Washington Trails Association makes the following 
comments as they pertain to the Draft State Recreation and 
Conservation Plan. 
 
Priority: Sustain and Grow the Legacy of Parks, Trails, and 
Conservation Lands 
WTA strongly supports this priority. Washington is blessed 
with incredible recreation opportunities, which for many 
residents are an essential aspect of their lifestyles. 
Furthermore, recreation and conservation are a 
fundamental element of Washington’s heritage and 
economy. As such, it is important that the legacy of our 
parks, trails, and conservation lands be sustained. 
 
WTA strongly supports the recommendation to renovate 
facilities to meet today’s recreation needs. As the Plan 
notes, funding to maintain existing facilities is the largest 
challenge facing land managers and recreation service 
providers. With so many Washingtonian’s enjoying 
recreation opportunities there is an immense need to fund 
maintenance and updates to existing infrastructure and 
facilities. 
 
The discussion in this section, however, lacked details on 
specific strategies or steps RCO recommends to address 
insufficient funding for existing facilities. There was a 
general statement around support from elected officials, 
funding agencies and the public for maintaining and 
improving facilities - however, it is unclear what type of 
support RCO envisions these stakeholders providing. Given 
our interest in this priority, we are eager to learn how 
organizations such as WTA and the public will be engaged 
in this important work. 

Thank you for your comments on the state plan. Specific responses 
to your suggestions are below. 
 
 
Priority: Sustain and Grow the Legacy of Parks, Trails, and 
Conservation Lands 
The state plan priority to Position Recreation and Conservation as a 
Vital Public Service includes ways to promote investment in parks, 
trails, and conservation lands. The priority discusses 
recommendations for communicating and promoting the multiple 
benefits of recreation and conservation and discusses funding 
sources and funding gaps as articulated in the 2017 Provider 
Survey. This priority is meant to foster more conversation about 
how to secure additional funding for new and existing facilities. 
 
The state plan has been revised to better link the goals in the 
Recreation and Conservation Funding Board’s Unifying Strategy 
with the plan priorities. The board’s strategy includes specific goals 
that are within its authority to act on to implement the state plan. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/?page_id=1911
http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/?page_id=1911
http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/?page_id=1177
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WTA supports the other recommendations under this 
Priority, which includes: 
● Pursue regional solutions to recreation and 
conservation; 
● Build partnerships to leverage better results; 
● Coordinate recreation needs with planning for 
growth; and 
● Maintain residents level of satisfaction in 
recreation opportunities. 
 
Many of the recommendations under this priority are well 
aligned with WTA’s mission and work. WTA has a strong 
focus on maintaining existing trails and working 
collaboratively to leverage better outcomes for trails and 
public lands. WTA appreciates RCO’s recognition of the 
value of partnerships, regional approach, and work at the 
local planning level. While these recommendations and the 
discussion provided in this section are a good starting point 
there were a number of questions that remained 
unanswered around specific goals and what actions RCO 
would implement to achieve the outlined 
recommendations. 
 
Priority: Improve Equity of Parks, Trails, and Conservation 
Lands 
WTA strongly supports this priority. Improving equity in our 
public lands is a key focus of WTA’s work. WTA established 
an organizational Diversity, Equity and Inclusion (DEI) 
statement nearly two years ago. Over the course of this 
year WTA has been working to update our DEI statement 
and develop a DEI plan that sets goals and identifies 
strategies for integrating DEI into all of our program work. 
It is clear that there is a significant need to reduce barriers, 
improve access, and provide recreation opportunities to 
underserved populations. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Priority: Improve Equity of Parks, Trails, and Conservation Lands 
RCO applauds WTA for developing a Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion 
statement and working toward meeting the needs of underserved 
populations. Such efforts can provide a positive impact to the 
organization, its members, and the public. 
 
We agree that participation in walking activities needs to be 
highlighted. The state plan text has been revised to bring attention 
to this activity that is common across all demographics. References 
to walking as the #1 activity overall have been added as well as the 
charts showing participation rates have been improved to better 
show the participation rates. 
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This section of the Plan examined the top recreation 
activities for several racial groups. This information is 
helpful in considering improving recreation opportunities 
for all. One important result of this analysis that was not 
stated is that the number one recreation activity for each of 
the ethnic groups is “walking in a park or trail setting.” 
Between 84%-91% of respondents in all of the ethnic 
groups participate in this activity, clearly demonstrating the 
value of trails. This striking result should be clearly stated in 
the Plan. Additionally, this result suggests that the State 
Recreation and Conservation Plan should have a strong 
focus on maintaining and developing trails, which would 
improve recreation opportunities for all populations 
including currently underserved populations. 
 
Several recommendations under this priority address 
access issues, including building recreation facilities for 
underserved populations and providing experiences where 
people go most. WTA supports these recommendations. 
The issue of access is one of the largest challenges facing 
the recreation community. A number of issues can be 
prohibitive to access - proximity to public lands, 
transportation, 
financial cost (to pay for passes, permits, transportation, 
gear/equipment needed, etc.), as well as access to 
resources such as maps, training and safety classes among 
others. WTA believes the Plan would benefit from the 
inclusion of further discussion on how to improve access to 
trails and other recreation activities. 
 
Priority: Plan for Culturally Relevant Parks and Trails to 
Meet Changing Demographics 
WTA strongly agrees that the recreation community must 
provide recreation opportunities for the current 
population, while simultaneously planning for the 

 
We agree that access to recreation facilities is of concern and 
should be further discussed in the plan. Similar comments were 
raised about the State Trails Plan. The trails plan has been revised 
to include a discussion of access issues under the recommendation 
to Improve Equity of Trails. Including access issues in the trails plans 
addresses comments from WTA and other commenters. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Priority: Plan for Culturally Relevant Parks and Trails to Meet 
Changing Demographics 
We agree that providers and land managers must first understand 
the needs of culturally diverse communities before moving forward 
with creating new opportunities. To provide better support, the 

http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/?page_id=1702
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anticipated population growth and change in 
demographics. While WTA supports this priority we believe 
that the stated recommendations fail to adequately 
address both current and future populations. 
 
This section includes a recommendation to create new and 
diverse opportunities. Although WTA agrees that it will be 
important to provide recreation opportunities for changing 
demographics, the discussion provided here may 
encourage the development of “new and diverse 
opportunities” that are not adequately informed. It is 
important that recreation providers are not developing 
“new and diverse opportunities” simply to check a box. 
Before creating new opportunities it is essential that land 
managers and recreation providers have adequate and 
accurate information about each population and their 
desired recreation opportunities. It’s important to ensure 
that changing and underserved populations, including local 
organizations that serve them, are included in the 
development of new recreation opportunities. 
 
While providing new opportunities to address changing 
demographics will be very important in the years to come, 
it is equally important that we maintain our existing and 
well loved recreation opportunities. This is especially true 
given the incredible need for supporting existing 
infrastructure. Again, the existing data as reported in this 
Plan shows that walking in a park or trail setting is the top 
activity across all racial groups. It is clear that public lands 
and trails will remain one of the most desired recreation 
activities. 
 
One action RCO could take to help meet this priority would 
be determining the priority population(s) RCO will focus on 
improving recreation opportunities for. WTA is currently 

state plan has been revised to include the discussion about 
participation rates by demographic characteristics to this priority. 
This data can help inform providers and land managers about 
different types of activities of interest to different segments of the 
population. This data is a first step and local providers should work 
with their local community to understand their specific outdoor 
recreation needs. 
 
We agree that there needs to be a balance between providing new 
opportunities and maintain existing opportunities. The state plan 
has been revised to include a reference to the need to balance 
limited funding. 
 
The Recreation and Conservation Funding Board’s Unifying Strategy 
goal to make Changes to the Grant Programs identifies 3 
populations as underserved: people of low income, people with 
disabilities, and people of color. In addition, the board is interested 
in improving health outcomes for the youth and adults. The board’s 
strategy includes changes to the evaluation criteria in 5 programs to 
address these underserved populations.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/?page_id=1177


2018-2022 Recreation and Conservation Plan: Public Participation Report | 12 

 

# Commenter Comment Staff Response 

going through this process to help better inform our work 
and help us achieve our organizational DEI goals. 
 
Priority: Position Recreation and Conservation as a Vital 
Public Service 
WTA strongly supports this priority and appreciates its 
inclusion in the Draft State Recreation and Conservation 
Plan. Although outdoor recreation provides significant 
public value, the public and decision makers are often 
unaware of the value outdoor recreation provides in the 
form of health benefits, jobs, tax revenue and economic 
growth. In order to receive adequate funding it is 
imperative that decision makers understand the public 
value that recreation and conservation provides. While this 
is always true, it is even more critical as the ability to keep 
pace with sustaining existing infrastructure gets harder and 
maintenance backlogs increase. This priority includes five 
recommendations, all of which are key to sustaining and 
growing recreation and conservation in Washington. 
 
WTA is pleased to see that the RCO will pursue an update 
of the 2015 Economic Analysis of Outdoor Recreation in 
Washington State. Demonstrating the public value of 
recreation on conservation with economic data is essential 
to securing the funding at the local, state and federal level. 
This is often the most influential information for decision 
makers. 
 
Recreation and Conservation Funding Board’s Unifying 
Strategy 
Strategies one through five are all discussed and related to 
recommendations in the previous section. It would be 
helpful to have these strategies also included with their 
respective priority and recommendation above and 
indicated as a Board priority. 
 

 
 
Priority: Position Recreation and Conservation as a Vital Public 
Service 
Thank you for your comments and support for this priority. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Recreation and Conservation Funding Board’s Unifying Strategy 
The Web site will be revised to provide better navigation and 
connectivity between the state plan and the board’s strategy. 
Graphics and text revisions should assist with linking the priorities 
and recommendations with the strategy and goals. 
 
The goal to Distribute Funds Equtiably Across the State is meant to 
address the geographic distribution of outdoor recreation facilities. 
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One of the proposed strategies is “Distribute Funds 
Equitably Across the State.” WTA has concerns about this 
recommendation. While WTA strongly supports work to 
improve equity of parks, trails and conservation lands, it is 
not clear exactly how this recommendation would be 
implemented or that achieving this recommendation would 
improve equity. The proposed assessment of equity is 
based on the percentage of a population living within a 
certain proximity of local, regional, state and federal 
recreation opportunities viewed through the context of 
population density. An issue not acknowledged or 
addressed by using these measures is that a significant 
number of Washingtonian’s recreate in places hours away 
from where they live. Although it's important to ensure 
that there are recreation opportunities in close proximity to 
all residents it is critical to plan and distribute funding 
based on where people recreate as well. There are also 
numerous areas around the state that have small resident 
populations but see a significant influx of people visiting to 
recreate. It is important that recreation infrastructure that 
sees the heavy use is adequately funded. 
 
 
Conclusion 
WTA extends our appreciation to the Recreation and 
Conservation Office for the time and energy spent 
developing the Draft State Recreation and Conservation 
Plan and incorporated Draft State Trails Plan. The Draft 
State Recreation and Conservation Plan is an excellent 
starting point for the implementation of a comprehensive 
strategic plan for recreation and conservation in 
Washington. The Plan includes several critical Priorities 
with key recommendations. WTA believes that this Plan 
would be bolstered by the inclusion of additional details as 
well as the inclusion of specific strategies for achieving the 
stated recommendations. This information would provide a 

Underserved populations are addressed in the board’s goal to make 
Changes to the Grant Programs as discussed in the comment above. 
 
The measures considered in the Level of Service analysis include 
both a local perspective and a backcountry or wilderness 
perspective. The local measures are the distance to neighborhood, 
local, or regional park. This measure has been revised to also 
included population density. The backcountry measure is an hour 
away from a state or federal recreation area. This measure is 
intended to provide a benchmark for those places that people must 
travel a distance from home to get there. The concern about small 
communities that rely on recreation tourism may be most captured 
in the state or federal measure, but further analysis would be 
needed to consider the inventory or facilities with the Level of 
Service measures. RCO looks forward to continuing this 
conversation to refine and improve the measures. 
 
Thank you for your comments. The Web site will be revised to 
improve navigation and links between the state plan and the 
board’s strategy. 
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clear understanding among all stakeholders in the 
recreation community about the path forward. WTA would 
welcome the opportunity to assist with further discussions 
and development of strategies for achieving the priorities 
of these Plans. We are ready to dig-in to this work and 
believe other stakeholders in the recreation and 
conservation community are too. 

6 Kevin Killeen 
Land and Water 
Conservation 
Fund Advisory 
Committee 
Member 
Bellevue, WA 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft 
2018-2023 State Recreation and Conservation Plan.  Given 
that most of my professional experience has been at the 
national level, I am excited to learn more about the 
advancement and enjoyment of recreation and 
conservation at the state and local levels.  I do have a lot to 
learn, however, so thank you for tolerating any comments I 
make that reflect some lack of awareness or understanding.  
My freshman level involvement also affects the kinds of 
comments I will make – proportionally heavier on 
proofreading and presentation while lighter on some of the 
substance.  
 
 
General Comments 
1. Kudos on the plan’s emphases on getting youth 
outdoors, improving equity, and changing demographics.  
As current and future technologies and our nation’s 
political climate and will challenge these goals, recognition 
of their importance certainly supports their attainment.   
 
2. Suggested Recommendation:  Develop Future 
Recreation/Conservation Leaders.  I suggest adding a more 
explicit recommendation developing future conservation 
and recreation professionals and supporters.  The 
dedication and enthusiasm of park and conservation 
professionals in the public sector always impresses me, as 
have the individuals in related political and nonpolitical 
nonprofits.  They do seem proportionally older (and whiter) 

Thank you for being on a volunteer advisory committee member 
and providing comments on the state plan. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
General Comments 
1. Thank you for your comments about youth, equity, and 
demographics.  
 
 
 
 
2. We agree that engaging youth can help foster the next 
generation of leaders. The state plan has been revised to include 
recognition of this opportunity as part of the Get Youth Outside 
recommendation. While not added as a separate priority, 
discussion was added to the part of this recommendation about 
environmental education. In addition, a link was made between 
youth and the recommendation to Improve Equity of Parks, Trails, 

http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/?page_id=1835
http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/?page_id=1792
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though.  Maintaining and expanding the great resources we 
currently have depend on the dedication and diligence of 
these professionals, the commitment of related NGOs, and 
the political support of individuals and organizations.  Given 
the current appeal and financial reward of technology and 
engineering based careers, I worry about whether enough 
youth will pursue outdoor/conservation careers.  Also, I 
fear the lure of various screens and virtual experiences 
gobbling up peoples’ time makes them less concerned 
about the real world, and less likely to invest politically in 
supporting it.  While the draft’s recommendations (e.g. 
getting youth outdoors, improving equity) do support this, I 
believe the importance of developing future leaders merits 
a separate recommendation.  Having this in the plan, and 
the plan’s influence on RCO funding, would further 
encourage projects that support, for example, youth 
environmental education programs. 
 
3. Suggested Recommendation:  Foster and 
nonprofits focused on outdoor recreation and 
conservation.  At the Federal level, I was quite aware of the 
value that non-profit “friends of X National Park” 
organizations played as well as other park affiliated 
organizations such as the North Cascades Institute.  
Through my volunteer work and other efforts to learn more 
about state and local recreation, I have become amazed at 
the tremendous number of organizations, the countless 
hours of associated volunteer time, and the financial 
contributions supporting the planning, development, 
operation, advocacy, and maintenance of recreation 
resources and/or conservation.  These organizations 
address many needs that otherwise would go unaddressed 
given limited public agency resources.  They also tap local 
enthusiasm for and knowledge of needs and resources, and 
invaluably foster ownership and future support of 
developed resources.  The “Build Partnerships” 

and Conservation Lands as a reminder that youth programs also 
need to consider the needs of underserved populations.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. We agree that nonprofits fill a valuable role in supporting 
outdoor recreation and conservation efforts. While not added as a 
separate priority, additional discussion of the role of nonprofits and 
volunteers has been added to the recommendation to build 
partnerships in the priority to Sustain and Grow Our Legacy of 
Parks, Trails, and Conservation Lands.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/?page_id=1792
http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/?page_id=1785
http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/?page_id=1785
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recommendation somewhat recognizes this value, but I 
believe the plan could more strongly encourage with a 
specific recommendation to continue to support and foster 
recreation and conservation nonprofit organizations.  I am 
not aware of quantifiable measures for Washington (maybe 
something we could seek in developing the 2023-27 plan!), 
but the National Park Service reports it had 340,000 
volunteers in 2016, compared to approximately 22,000 
employees.  I would not be surprised to find a similar ratio 
in Washington. 
 
4. Native Americans – This is perhaps more a 
question than a comment.  The plan has the Billy 
“Whiteshoes” story, and mentions tribes in a place or two, 
but I am curious whether, if, and how Washington has 
pursued relationships with tribes relative to outdoor 
recreation.  I know the Makah encourage outdoor activities, 
and wonder about the possibility of increasing partnerships 
and our residents’ understanding and appreciation for the 
history and lives of Native Americans. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Web-based Plan Presentation 
Perhaps because in part I am a bit old school, and in part 
because the plan and its presentation are drafts, I found it 
challenging to review as presented.  While I understand and 
support the desire to make the plan attractive and available 
for experience with contemporary media such as phones, 
for review purposes I longed for a simple .pdf I could mark 
up without having to remember and find where I had left 
off.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. The Recreation and Conservation Office strives to include Native 
American tribes in its grant programs, both in an advisory capacity 
on committees as well as applicants. Tribes are eligible for grant 
funding in a number of the grant programs. The office collected 
data on outdoor recreation activities of Native Americans in the 
2017 Assessment of Demand survey; however, while the response 
rate was reflective of the percent within the statewide population, 
there were not enough responses from to present statistically valid 
data. (The survey response rate for Native Americans was 1.9% 
compared to the 2010 census of 1.5%.) The office will continue to 
pursue efforts to support outdoor recreation for Native Americans 
though program outreach efforts. 
 
 
 
Web-based Plan Presentation 
We’re sorry that it was difficult to navigate the Web site. The final 
version will have a print feature as well as a printable executive 
summary. We were not able to replicate the issues with the Web 
browser so we are unsure how to resolve the issue you were 
having. The site works with all the common Web browsers. The 
footnotes will be formatted and displayed consistently throughout 
the Web site in the final version. 
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Browser compatibility – While I am aware that problems 
with Internet Explorer are common, I have read and 
experienced that Microsoft resolved almost all of them 
with the Edge browser associated with Windows 10.  I 
started reviewing the draft using Edge, but had difficulty 
with the top menu (i.e. Home … Draft State Plan … etc.).  
Chrome worked fine, as did using Safari on an iPad.  If 
availability on contemporary media represents a goal, then 
ideally it would work with all common browsers (including 
Edge I would think, given that Washington represents 
Microsoft’s home).  At a minimum, I encourage you to 
include a home page note that indicates what browsers the 
plan supports/requires. 
Footnote links – many of the footnote links in the format 
[1] did not work, or shifted the view to some seemingly 
random spot on the current page.  Hopefully someone will 
click on every one of these to make sure they get to the 
correct place before plan finalization. 
 
Home Page  
• Purpose of the Plan – I suggest a somewhat more 
elaborate paragraph under the “Welcome” heading that 
indicates the plan’s purpose, or at least a static link there 
where a reader can find this.  When I went back to look at 
this just now I noticed for the first time the “Learn More” 
on the rotating photos, and that if you click on it when it 
has the Mount Rainier Background you get to a “WHY WE 
PLAN.”  That text works for me, but I feel it should appear 
near the top the home page, or be easily reachable via a 
link called something like “Why we Plan” visible near the 
top of the home page, and not something easy to miss in 
the rotating photos. 
• EXECUTIVE MESSAGE placement – moving this 
closer to the top, and certainly before the links to the 
recommendation categories (not sure if you call them 
categories, but I mean Sustain Our Legacy, Improve Equity, 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Home Page 
Improvements will be made to the Web site to make it easier to 
navigate and find introductory information Also, consistency of the 
layout and fonts as well as placement of information will be shared 
with the Web designers to identify where improvements can be 
made. 
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etc.) would somewhat address the Purpose issue I raised in 
my previous comment. 
• MAPPED INVENTORY – this block of the pages 
lacks a “MAPPED INVENTORY” title font, size, and 
capitalization consistent with the other block/sections - 
“EXECUTIVE MESSAGE” and “OTHER DRAFT PLANS.” 
• Top menu “Draft State Plan” and “Draft Recreation 
Plans.”  These labels are confusing to me in that the Draft 
State Plan” is in large part a recreation plan.  I recognize 
space is limited there.  Would “Comprehensive Plan” along 
with “Associated Plans” or “Supporting Plans” work? 
• Consistency – the top (green) menu selection has 
the label “Draft Recreation Plans” but the end of the page 
inconsistently labels these “OTHER DRAFT PLANS.”   
 
Sustain the Legacy 
• I applaud the Build Partnerships recommendation. 
• Should you concur with my earlier suggestion to 
include a specific recommendation to support and foster 
nonprofits, I suggest adding it to this Sustain the Legacy 
group. 
• Regarding the Lake Sammamish SP story – the 
Mountains to Sound Greenway Trust has partnered with 
and invested in this park (which also houses the 
Greenway’s field office) for a couple decades now.  It has 
done much of the actual hands on work in the “restoration 
along the creeks and shoreline” mentioned in the story.  
Over the years, the Greenway has sponsored countless 
restoration events in the park involving thousands of 
volunteers. It also conducts environmental education 
programs for youth in the park.  Relative to my previous 
comment, a brief mention in the story of the partnership 
between the Park and the Greenway would nicely 
demonstrate the value of nonprofit contribution. 
 
Improve Equity 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sustain the Legacy 

 See previous responses regarding nonprofits and volunteers.  
 
 

 Thank you for the information about the partnership at Lake 
Sammamish State Park. We will review the story map text with 
State Parks and consider adding reference to the Mountains to 
Sound Greenway. 
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• In addition to building facilities for underserved 
populations, how about a recommendation to provide 
youth environmental education programs for the 
underserved?  Maybe no RCO fund would directly support 
that, but I understand the plan’s purpose is not strictly 
about RCO funding.  Schools, nonprofits, and cities (Seattle 
anyway, I think) are making this effort to at least some 
extent, and explicit support in the plan will encourage 
additional efforts. 
• A “story” link on this page exemplifying the 
“Locate/build” recommendation would enhance this 
section (e.g. Billy “Whiteshoes”). 
• Regarding the Top 10 table, does the “Whites” 
population group need to be the first listed? 
• Also regarding the Top 10 table, I would prefer to 
see all the groups in a single table so that I could more 
easily compare them.  Since the Top 10 aren’t the same for 
every group, the title would change to something like “The 
Most Popular Activities.” 
 
Address Changing Demographics 
• The Wenatchee Kiwanis Park story is great! 
• Regarding Active Seniors, how about including an 
example or two of what this might entail (e.g. pickle ball 
courts)? 
 
 
 
 
Unifying Strategy 
• Regarding my comment about the plan’s purpose, 
one of them is clearly to guide the RCFB’s actions, as listed 
here.  I would also include this explicitly in the Purpose / 
Why we Plan section, or at least include a hyper link from 
there to here. 

Improve Equity 

 See previous responses about engaging youth and underserved 
populations. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 The Meadow Crest Accessible Playground in Renton is the story 
map that links with this priority, however, it was mistakenly left 
off the page. The story map will appear with this priority for 
the final Web site. 

 The format for the tables displaying participation rates by race 
and ethnicity will be revised to a different interactive format 
that is more visually appealing. The charts will also be moved 
to the Address Changing Demographics priority, as they fit 
better with the discussion about planning for culturally 
relevant parks and trails. 

 
 
Address Changing Demographics 

 Thank you for your comments on the Wenatchee Kiwanis Park 
story map.  

 Examples will be added regarding the types of senior activities 
that improve physical activity. In addition, a chart of participate 
rates of seniors will be added to provide data on the activities 
in demand.  

 
Unifying Strategy 

 Agreed. Further reference will be added to the state plan to the 
Recreation and Conservation Funding Board’s Unifying 
Strategy. In addition, reference will be made as to which goals 
in the board’s strategy implement the recommendations in the 
plan. 

http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/?page_id=1879
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• In the “Build, Renovate…“Strategy, the 
percentages in the table do not add up to 100.  If not a 
mistake, this needs better explanation.  Perhaps the 
immediately preceding paragraph attempts to explain this, 
but I do not find this clear.  Also, if the immediately 
preceding paragraph, which starts with footnote indicator 
[1], is indeed the footnote to the table which also has a [1] 
at the table title’s end, then should not the actual footnote 
come after the table? 
• In the “Conserve Habitat” Strategy, the Wetlands 
section does not seem to meet the requirements in the NPS 
LWCF State Assistance Program Manual.  Or is it the intent 
that the document accessible via the link meets these 
requirements?  If so, then I suggest specifically stating that 
on this page.  Also, if this is indeed the case, perhaps the 
Wetland Plan could be included with the “Associated Plans” 
as I suggested in the fourth bullet in my comments on the 
Home Page. 
 
Draft Recreation Plans Home Page 
• Proofreading – This page contains several spelling 
errors including “atheltics” and “boaing” and 
“recreantional” and “Nonighway.”   Also “includes” should 
be “include.” 
• The acronym RCFB appears before “Recreation 
and Conservation Funding Board” is spelled out. 
• Similarly, the acronym NOVA appears in the text 
before spelled out lower in the box for the NOVA plan. 
 
 
 
Explore Stories 
The Senator Jackson Park contains an explicit link between 
the project and three of the priorities in the SCORP.  This 
strengthens the story’s relevance to the plan, and the 
plan’s relevance to real world needs.   I encourage including 

 The funding table is not meant to add up to 100 percent. The 
percentages reflect the portion of an organizations’ funding 
that comes from the Recreation and Conservation Office. This 
point will be clarified in the strategy. 

 The Wetlands section has been reviewed by the National Park 
Service and meets the requirements. Reference to the 
Department of Ecology’s Wetlands Program Plan is the way 
Washington State meets the requirements of the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service’s National Wetlands Priority Conservation Plan. 
A link to the state’s Wetlands Program Plan is provided. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Draft Recreation Plans Home Page 

 Edits and proofreading will be complete for the final Web 
site. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Explore Stories 
Thank you for this suggestion. We will incorporate plan priorities 
and recommendations directly into the story maps, as appropriate. 
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a similar explicit link to plan priorities/recommendations 
for all the stories. 
 
Maps 
In general, the maps are impressive and I imagine they will 
serve as valuable planning tools. Kudos on their 
development and the ongoing effort to populate and 
maintain them. 
 
I suggest the order for the vertical list of maps (Mapped 
Inventory, Grant Application, Level of Service) match the 
horizontal order in which the graphic links for them appear 
below.  Alternatively, simply drop the vertical list of maps 
and incorporate the removed text into the descriptions 
below the horizontal map images/links. 
 
Level of Service Analysis Map 

 In the map legend, add descriptions to indicate 
what each of the three “Service Tiers” represents 
without having to look elsewhere.  I do not know 
how these tiers are defined and do not see 
anywhere in the plan where I can find out. 

 Over the various times I have opened this map I 
experienced highly variable load times, including 
times when I thought it had frozen.  If possible, I 
suggest adding a statement in the legend area 
such as “Note: It may take a few minutes for this 
map to load, or to update when zoomed in or out.  
The spinning circle in the lower right corner of the 
map indicates loading is in progress.” 

 The Drive Times data confused me as sometimes it 
was there and sometimes it was not. Eventually I 
realized it would not display when the scale 
indicator was lower than 1.0 mile.  I suggest 
adding an explanation on legend that “Drive Times 
will not appear on highly zoomed maps.” 

 
 
Maps 
Thank you. 
 
 
 
 
 
The map landing pages will be revised to reflect an organized 
layout. 
 
 
 
 
 
Level of Service Map 

 Thank you for the suggestion. The legend will be improved 
to make it clear what the level of service tiers represent on 
the local measure as well as the state and federal measure. 
In addition, we will work to display the information to 
reflect the full measure, which is reflection of a percent of 
the population within those distance measures. In the 
draft version, it only showed distance without the percent 
of the population considered. 

 We are unsure what the issue is with the loading times for 
the maps. It is likely affected by the internet service 
connection. We will suggest the loading message to the 
Web designer. 



2018-2022 Recreation and Conservation Plan: Public Participation Report | 22 

 

# Commenter Comment Staff Response 

7 Barb Mills  
 

My husband is disabled and uses a scooter to ambulated. 
He was raised in Copalis Beach Washington but can no 
longer go to the beach as we do not have handicap 
accessible trails on the beach. We would love to see a plan 
for this moving forward.  

Thank you for your comments regarding outdoor recreation 
opportunities for people with disabilities. The state plan includes 
persons with a disability as an underserved population under the 
priority to Improve Equity of Parks, Trails, and Conservation Lands. 
As of 2015, thirteen percent of the population in Washington State 
has a disability. The discussion under this priority has been 
expanded to better represent this segment of the population. In 
addition, the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board’s Unifying 
Strategy seeks to fund projects that serve people with disabilities 
through its grant programs under its strategy Changes to the Grant 
Programs. The evaluation criteria for 5 of its programs will be 
revised to include specific recognition of projects that do so.  

8 Darcy Mitchem 
Toutle, WA 

My first comment that it is difficult to evaluate the ideas 
and policies when they are in the "website" format.  Lots of 
clicking, and no ability to search or look at things side-by-
side or listed.  The executive summary wasn't ready yet 
(and it looks like it won't be by Sept 10) 
 
In general, I like the efforts at efficiency, multi-use sites, 
block grants to agencies, focus on maintenance/operation, 
and partnerships.  Streamline the process for DNR, 
WDFW  to fix trails and bridges etc.  The money they spend 
now on jumping through the RCO hoops is money that 
could be put on the ground. 
 
Overall, I would like to see basic land access addressed 
more.  The last NOVA, SCORP, and WDFW plans all look to 
improve access to lands for outdoor recreation--basic 
easements to land, rights-of-way, trails connecting areas, 
water access, using habitat areas for multi-use recreation, 
keeping roads that access public recreation from being 
abandoned (DNR, USFS).  These priorities seem to be lost 
this time around, and replaced by targeting specific 
groups/demographics.  That is all nice, but if NOBODY can 
legally get to the river, forest, beach, trail, park,  Wildlife 
area, or DNR forest these policies are moot.  The WDFW 

Thank you for your comments. We’re sorry that it was difficult to 
navigate the Web site. The executive summary will be finalized 
after the Recreation and Conservation Funding Board approves the 
plan, which is scheduled for its meeting on October 11-12, 2017. 
 
Streamlining Grant Making is a goal in the Nonhighway and Off-
road Vehicle Activities Plan, which is program that Department of 
Natural Resources and Department of Fish and Wildlife receive 
significant grant funding for backcountry recreation such as trails. 
RCO recognizes that changes are needed to improve this population 
grant program and hopes to make recommendations to the board 
in the near future. 
 
We agree that access to recreation facilities is of concern and 
should be further discussed in the plan. Similar comments were 
raised about the State Trails Plan. The trails plan has been revised 
to include a discussion of access issues under the recommendation 
to Improve Equity of Trails. Including access issues in the trails plans 
addresses comments from multiple commenters about access. 
 
RCO is not aware of a recent survey conducted by Department of 
Fish and Wildlife. We’ve asked DFW for a copy. 

http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/?page_id=1792
http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/?page_id=1177
http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/?page_id=1177
http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/?page_id=2023
http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/?page_id=2023
http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/?page_id=1702
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recently completed a survey, and access is a very high need 
for hunting, fishing, and wildlife viewing.  That survey 
should be included somewhere in these documents.   

9 Stet Palmer 
Friends of Schafer 
and Lake Sylvia 
State Parks  
Montesano, WA  

We believe the WWRP program should not award higher 
points for projects near large metropolitan areas. We 
believe the "wildlife" part of the name implies some sense 
of priority to areas not associated with urban areas. 
Building high class sport and playground facilities in urban 
areas might have an immediate benefit but they are not 
something we believe should be a priority in the WWRP 
program. We believe purchasing land outside of urban 
areas and improving existing state parks and trails in rural 
areas will have a longer term benefit to the entire state. For 
example, during the late 1950s the state began purchasing 
land for future state parks. I remember we had just one 
regular state park (Twin Harbors) and one small day use 
park (Bush Pioneer....now nearly washed away) along the 
coast. There was opposition to purchasing lands that 
couldn't be readily developed or used but those lands now 
are a string of public outdoor facilities used by people from 
throughout the state. Looking to the future we should not 
prioritize funding projects simply because they are now 
near a large metropolitan area. 

Thank you for your comment. State law requires that the 
Recreation and Conservation Funding Board give preference to 
funding park projects located in or near urban areas. See Revised 
Code of Washington 79A.25.250. The board has flexibility in how it 
applies the preference for funding. As you likely know, currently the 
board incorporates this preference as a criterion in the evaluation 
of grant applications. The state plan does not make a 
recommendation to revise this law. However, the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board may consider changes to the way it 
provides a preference for urban parks when revising specific grant 
program policies and evaluation criteria. As a first opportunity to 
review this policy, the board’s Unifying Strategy includes a goal to 
review the Urban Wildlife Habitat category of the Washington 
Wildlife and Recreation Program within the next 5 years. Changes 
on the preference for projects in or near urban area may be 
considered.  

10 Tod Petersen 
Stanwood, WA 
 

The proposed plan appears to interject ethnicity into the 
grant evaluation process.  
 
While one must assume that the intent is well-meaning, it 
implies that a form of racism is built into the RCO processes 
and that, like all forms of racism is inappropriate. 

Thank you for your comment. Consideration of race and ethnicity, 
along with other measures such as median household income, are 
standard socio-economic considerations to determine underserved 
populations. The Recreation and Conservation Office recently 
commissioned a report from the Washington State University to 
identify standard measures of underserved populations. The report 
is available on the Web site at this link. The Recreation and 
Conservation Office is also required by the National Park Service to 
consider the needs of underserved communities, including minority 
populations, when developing the state plan. Requirements for the 
state plan can be found in the Land and Water Conservation Fund 
Manual at this link. 

http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=79A.25.250
http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=79A.25.250
http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/?page_id=1177
http://www.rco.wa.gov/documents/rco/WWRP_MatchWaiverReport.pdf
https://www.nps.gov/subjects/lwcf/upload/lwcf_manual.pdf
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11 David Swindale 
Director of 
Development 
Services 
City of University 
Place 

With regard to maintaining the mapped inventory, it would 
be helpful to reach out to local government to provide 
information on existing and planned parks, open space and 
trials.  The mapped inventory does not include exiting 
public trails in our jurisdiction or provide information where 
gaps exist that could significantly expand the network for 
marginal costs. 

Thank you for the suggestion. The Recreation and Conservation 
Office purchased the inventory data from a private vendor, 
Hometown Database. The vendor is very interested in correcting 
and adding to the inventory on a regular basis. Edits or additions to 
the data for the mapped inventory can be directed to Hometown 
Database directly at contact@washingtonhometown.com or (509) 
312-0979. 

 

  

mailto:contact@washingtonhometown.com
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12 Kevin Killeen 
Land and Water 
Conservation Fund 
Advisory 
Committee 
Member 
Bellevue, WA 

I assume the addition of the demographic and health factors to 
criterion #2 reflects their addition and/or increased emphasis in the 
draft SCORP relative to the previous plan.  Looking through the 
draft plan’s recommendations, I wonder if some additional 
recommendations may have been considered for the LWCF 
proposal evaluations: 

 Youth – “Getting Youth Outside” is one of the main 
recommendation categories in the draft, with three 
specific recommendations.  Thus, I am surprised that the 
word “youth” does not even appear in the draft evaluation 
criteria. 

 Enhance Community Health and Safety 

 Build Partnerships to Leverage Better Results 
As an evaluator, I can imagine wishing to score more highly projects 
that support these recommendations. 
 
The added sentence in the first paragraph of criterion #2 seems to 
redundantly address underserved populations already covered in 
the second bullet.  Also, it seems inconsistent that there is a 
question in the introductory sentences, as well as additional 
bulleted questions of equal significance.  Therefore, I suggest 
removing the added sentence and: 

a. Changing the second bullet to “How will this project 
address the priorities for underserved populations as 
recommended in the 2018-2022 Recreation and 
Conservation Plan?” 

b. Adding a bullet asking “How will this project address 
the priorities for health recommended in the 2018-
2022 Recreation and Conservation Plan?” 

 
 
 Regarding the new text “. . . determine whether your project is 
located in a census tract in which one or more of the populations 
listed below are present.”  Would also having those populations in 

Thank you for your comments. The addition of the 
demographic and health indicators into criteria #2 is meant 
to provide more direction to applicants on how to respond 
to this criterion as it relates to the 2018-2022 State 
Recreation and Conservation Plan. Applicants may 
incorporate any of the state plan priorities and 
recommendations into their responses to criteria #1 Need 
and #2 Need Satisfaction.So yes, they can address youth, 
health and safety, partnerships, or any other 
recommendations in the plan to support the need for their 
project. 
 
 
 
 
 
Thank you for the suggested revisions. While we 
understand the reason for your suggested change to the 
introductory paragraph and the second bullet, doing so 
would loose the opportunity for the applicant to discuss 
any populations not served or underserved, not only those 
identified in the state plan. We still want applicants to be 
able to identify underserved populations unique to the 
project’s location in addition to those identified in the 
state. Revisions will be made to the introductory 
paragraph to emphasize the importance of the project. 
 
 
 
 
 
Yes, applicants may include information from surrounding 
census tracts particularly if the project’s service areas 

http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/?page_id=1100
http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/?page_id=1100
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adjacent or other nearby tracts affect the score?  For example, a 
project on a tract border would benefit two neighborhoods and 
provide greater value. 
 
Regarding the “Opportunities for Health Improvements,” would 
evaluators consider the degree to which the body mass index and 
mortality rate exceed the state averages?  For example, while a 
body mass in a tract with an index of 22.95 meets the reference 
standard in the bullet, it is not significantly higher than the state 
average and not significantly different from 22.93 which does not 
meet the reference standard.  In contrast, an index of 35 would 
represent a significant degree of obesity. 
 
Based on the explanations Leslie Connelly provided to me via 
electronic mail, I support the removal of criteria 6 and 7. 
 

clearly expands beyond the census tract where the project 
is located.  
 
 
 
Yes, applicants should provide specific answers to the 
measures to give evaluators an understanding of how the 
demographics compare to the rest of the state. Beyond a 
simple yes/no response, applicants will be provided the 
specific answers in the Grant Applicant Data Tool and 
should provide the detailed answer in their evaluation 
presentation. 
 
Thank you for your comments. 

 

  

http://wa-rco.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=00b516b7a79b4aeeaaac1fd1fadd016f
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13 Dave Bryant 
WWRP Trails Advisory Committee 
Member 
Richland, WA 

I have no problems with the proposed changes to the evaluation criteria for the WWRP 
Trails Category as presented. 
 

Thank you for your 
comment. 
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14 James Brady Our state needs to plan for e-bicycle on trails and roads. Thank you for your comment about e-bicycles. The 2017 
Assessment of Demand found that 1 percent of the 
population is using electric bicycles. This was the time we 
surveyed for this type of recreation activity. It will be 
interesting to see if it grows in the future. 

15 Steve Brand 
Washington Sate 
Parks and 
Recreation 
Commission 

This does little to provide an actual plan or guidance for 
implementing. A vision with priorities based on a gap analysis 
would be more meaningful. 

Thank you for your comment. We agree that a formal gap 
analysis would be informative. The plan will be revised to 
include this vision in the goal of the trails plan. The 
Recreation and Conservation Funding Board is considering 
specific measures for determining a Level of Service across 
the state. See the Level of Service mapping tool on the state 
plan Web site for more information on this approach. It 
may be one method for conducting a gap analysis based on 
population and access to parks and trails. 

16 Sheila Coe As a resident of the Methow Valley we are dependent on our trail 
systems to support our tourist based economy.  I am not able to 
access data that identifies new trail systems being considered, but 
I want to encourage the Funding Board to weigh the importance 
of individual's trail use and enjoyment along with the importance 
of trails as an integral and very important piece of an area's 
economic base.   

Thank you for your comment. At this time, there is no 
database that lists the new trail systems being considered. 
However, it is a goal of the State Trails Plan to include this 
type of information in the future. Trail use and enjoyment 
are key criteria in the Recreation and Conservation Funding 
Board’s evaluation of grant applications. Economic 
consideration are also a priority in the 2018-2022 
Recreation and Conservation Plan. 

17 Jeff Chapman 
Port Townsend, 
WA 

The new proposed State Trails Plan is terrible.   It is confusing, 
disorganized, and lacks substance.   It is meant to sound good to 
urban demographics without really having any content that serves 
anyone’s needs.    It is a media storybook for public consumption 
and is not at all directed to trail users and volunteers.   There 
would not be trail funding if it wasn’t for these users and 
volunteers who have been forsaken in this new update. 
 
The existing 2013-2018 plan is much better with good 
recommendations based on substantive input and meaningful 
decisions.   Those recommendations should remain the objective 

Thank you for sharing your concern about the quality of the 
State Trails Plan. Content has been added to provide more 
connections with the 2018-2022 State Recreation and 
Conservation Plan and address specific comments from the 
public. 

http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Assessment-of-Demand.pdf
http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Assessment-of-Demand.pdf
http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/?page_id=1951
http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/?page_id=1911
http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/?page_id=1911
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of the RCO for the foreseeable future and until those 
recommendations are realized. 
As a county administrator, I understand the mechanics of the 
McCleary education decision and how it relates to state law better 
than this new trail plan draft. 

18 Gail Garman 
Nooksack Nordic 
Ski Club 
Blaine, WA 

 I have reviewed the draft overview of the State Recreation and 
Conservation Plan, and would like clarification. It looks like the 
draft for the State Trails Plan (RTP) no longer includes funding 
winter recreation.  Is that correct? In the past, non-profits like the 
Nooksack Nordic Ski Club were able to get funding to maintain the 
cross-country ski and snowshoe trails.   I see the NOVA Plan does 
include winter recreation, both motorized and non-motorized, but 
only agencies are qualified to apply - not non-profits.  Is that 
correct?  Please clarify. 

Thank you for your concern about winter recreation on 
trails. It was not our intention to limit the Recreational 
Trails Program and restrict winter recreation from funding. 
We are not proposing any policy changes like this. We will 
add data and information on winter related trails that are 
currently eligible in RTP. Unfortunately, we do not have 
data related to the use of water trails as this time.  

19 Jason Goldstein 
Winter Recreation 
Program 
WA State Parks 
and Recreation 
Commission 

I took a quick look at the WA Trails and NOVA draft plans.  There is 
very little mention of winter recreation other than some 
recreation use graphs. Some of our winter recreation enthusiasts 
are calling asking clarifying questions related to: are the rules 
changing and not allowing for winter recreation grants? Can a club 
still apply and qualify for these grants?  I assume nothing has 
changed just that the plans lack reference to winter activity.  
 
I would recommend you add “winter recreation activities” when 
you are describing the plans recreation participation, not just off 
road vehicle and or hiking etc.  Snowshoeing, cross country skiing, 
snow play, ski-joring, and snowmobiling are winter pursuits you 
could mention.  It’s not directly clear that winter recreation 
qualifies, although you do have links to the grant application 
process, that does not seem to have changed from last season.   
 
It would be nice to see participation rates of winter related 
activities, isn’t it around 30%?  I see you do list Snow and Ice 
Expenditures at $1,726,729,167 
You reference recreate in the snow on private lands? Over 95% of 
the winter trails our program manages is on Federal Lands USFS, 
plus State and DNR. 

Thank you for your concern about winter recreation on 
trails. Yes, overall 30 percent of the population participates 
in winter recreation activities. The trails plan will be revised 
to include more information on winter recreation 
participation rates and the location of winter recreation 
activities. It was not our intention to limit funding of winter 
recreation activities. We are not proposing any policy 
changes like this.  
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There is a lot of very useful information in these draft plans, and it 
has a nice layout.  Hopefully you can incorporate a little more 
emphasis related to winter recreation pursuits. 

20 Andrea Imler 
Washington Trails 
Association 

This plan includes a recommendation to Improve Trail Equity, 
which includes four sub-recommendations. The comments 
provided above regarding equity work in the State Recreation and 
Conservation Plan similarly apply to the recommendations in the 
Trails Plan. WTA applauds the inclusion of this recommendation 
and we are eager to see additional details and specific steps that 
will be taken to achieve the recommendations. Related to the 
equity recommendation is the recommendation to Link Trails with 
Transportation. WTA strongly supports this recommendation as 
this is a critical barrier to access. This is an important issue to 
address and would benefit from a more comprehensive discussion 
around reducing barriers to access. 
 
In addition to the recommendations included this plan provides 
data on recreation use. The data provided on the Participation 
Rates of Recreation on Trails included in this Plan is inconsistent 
with the current State of Washington 2017 Assessment of Outdoor 
Recreation Demand Report data. The data should be updated to 
reflect the results in the 2017 report. 
 
Conclusion 
WTA extends our appreciation to the Recreation and Conservation 
Office for the time and energy spent developing the Draft State 
Recreation and Conservation Plan and incorporated Draft State 
Trails Plan. The Draft State Recreation and Conservation Plan is an 
excellent starting point for the implementation of a 
comprehensive strategic plan for recreation and conservation in 
Washington. The Plan includes several critical Priorities with key 
recommendations. WTA believes that this Plan would be bolstered 
by the inclusion of additional details as well as the inclusion of 
specific strategies for achieving the stated recommendations. This 
information would provide a clear understanding among all 

Thank you for your comments. 
 
The recommendation to Improve Equity of Trails is based 
on the recommendations in the 2018-2022 State Recreation 
and Conservation Plan. Revisions to the state plan will link 
directly to the specific goals from the Unifying Strategy. The 
goals are not repeated in the trails plan but apply because 
the trails plan is a supplement, not separate, from the state 
plan. In this regard, please refer to the goals and 
recommendations in the state plan for more specific 
actions. 
 
We agree that access issues remain a concern for trail 
users. The State Trails Plan will be revised to include access 
issues as in the recommendation to connect more people to 
trails. 
 
Thank you for noting the errors in the table on participation 
rates. It will be corrected for the final Web site. 

http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/?page_id=1100
http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/?page_id=1100
http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/?page_id=1177
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stakeholders in the recreation community about the path forward. 
WTA would welcome the opportunity to assist with further 
discussions and development of strategies for achieving the 
priorities of these Plans. We are ready to dig-in to this work and 
believe other stakeholders in the recreation and conservation 
community are too. 

21 Kevin Killeen 
Land and Water 
Conservation Fund 
Advisory 
Committee 
Member 
Bellevue, WA 

• The GOAL says the plan “will identify the gaps.”  This is 
the plan in the present tense, not some future plan, right?  Maybe 
this should read either “identifies the gaps” or something like 
“includes recommendations to identify the gaps”? 
• “Create Regional Partnerships” recommendation: “cross-
jurisdictional” should be “cross jurisdictional.” 

Thank you for the suggested edits. While the trails plan 
does not directly identify gaps in the trail system, it is a goal 
to do so in the future. Revisions will be made to clarify this 
and correct typos. 

22 Randy Kline 
Washington State 
Parks and 
Recreation 
Commission 

1.  The format of the plan is new and much different than 
previous plans.  The  attempt at a new, more brief format is 
appreciated but somewhat confusing for reviewers.    
 
2. While it’s difficult to comment with any specificity on 
such broad policy objectives, generally, Washington State Parks 
supports the recommendations in the trails plan. 
 
3. Washington State Parks looks forward to participating in 
the evaluation of the State Recreation Trails Designation Program. 
 
4. Washington State Parks looks forward to continued 
participation as these broad trail policy objectives are 
implemented through grant criteria and other more specific 
means.  

The Web site format is a new way of presenting the State 
Trails Plan. While it has its advantages, there are format and 
navigation improvements that will be made for the final 
Web site. Thanks for your patience navigating the site to 
view the draft trails plan. 
 
We encourage the Washington State Parks and Recreation 
Commission to participate in future discussions about the 
state trails designation idea and whether it should be 
reinvigorated. 
 
Thank you for your comments. 

23 Yvonne Kraus 
Executive Director 
Evergreen 
Mountain Bike 
Alliance 
 

The format seems to have been simplified quite a bit over 
previous trails plans. While this is a good goal, my concern is that 
the simplification has led to an over-emphasis of urban and 
suburban trail concerns, while back-country trail considerations 
appear to have taken a back-seat.  For each of the proposed 
sections, there should be a consideration of how these goals apply 
to backcountry settings, and whether the current draft would lead 

Thank you for your concerns about support for backcountry 
trails. Additional text has been added to include more 
discussion about backcountry trails. In that regard, the 
Recreation and Conservation Funding Board’s Unifying 
Strategy includes a goal to make Changes to the Grant 
Programs regarding underserved populations. One of those 
changes will remove the state plan question (criteria #3) 
from the evaluation criteria in the Nonhighway and Off-

http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/?page_id=1177
http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/?page_id=1177
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to significantly higher scoring of urban projects over backcountry 
projects.       
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Improve Trail Equity 
Locate and build trails for underserved populations 
The trail equity section should include a section about geographic 
equity of funding - not based on ethnicity, but based on trail 
location.  This will help avoid strong weighting of trail projects 
toward urban areas with higher density of minority populations.    
 
Frequently, trail density and access is more challenging in smaller 
communities than larger ones, and we are concerned that this 
draft will exacerbate that issue.  For example, the City of Colville 
WA does not have any public trails for its residents.  However, 
with limited population diversity, how does an underserved 
community and region like Colville receive trail funding?  Consider 
adding a criteria in addition to ethnic population to include 
existing tail density considerations in rural and low-income 
communities.    
 
In addition, this section should be extended to include access for 
underserved recreational user groups.  Once your trail inventory 
maps is complete – where are there gaps in recreational resources 
for users and communities statewide that should be addressed in 
the next trail plan.     
 
 
 
Connect more people to trails 

road Vehicle Activities program. Instead, the focus on 
underserved populations will be added to other grant 
programs. This shift in where grant funding will focus on 
underserved populations should help address your 
concerns about funding for trails in the backcountry and 
wilderness areas, particularly in the Nonhighway and Off-
road Vehicle Activities program. 
 
Improve Trail Equity 
Locate and build trails for underserved populations 
We agree that the geographic distribution of trails is 
important. The State Trails Plan will be revised to include 
more information about the participation rates by location 
for different types of trail activities. This information will 
help inform discussions about what types of trails are 
needed where. 
 
The Mapped Inventory can be used to display trail density. 
Users could also use the trail data layer to create their own 
maps for trails density analysis purposes. As for the 
example from the City of Colville, while it may not have a 
high percentage of people of color, it is located in an area 
below the state average for median household income and 
people with disabilities. Low income and disability are 
included in the definition of underserved populations and 
would be considered during the evaluation of an application 
in the 5 grant programs discussed above that will include a 
question on underserved populations. 
 
We agree that access issues remain a concern for trail 
users. The State Trails Plan will be revised to include access 
issues as in the recommendation to connect more people to 
trails. 
 
Connect more people to trails 
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This section does not clearly detail how more people will be 
connected to trails.  In addition to the data provided on who uses 
the trails, identify priority areas of improvement in the current 
trail network to help address underserved users.  The second 
paragraph above could be used to expand this section:  Identify 
ratio of available trails for most popular user groups and 
determine need based on existing inventory and demand.  
 
Provide trails where people like to use them 
Change this section to something more direct and useful.  Use the 
SCORP data to identify where people would like to see more trails, 
and then alter this goal to be more along the lines of “provide new 
and maintain existing trails in highest areas of use based on 
historic and new trail usage data”.  People will like to use trails 
anywhere – the key is to build a connected network to 
accommodate for use from your local neighborhood, to the town 
next door, to the backcountry for a multi-day adventure.  Reword 
this criteria to something more meaningful:  “Provide trails to 
allow people to use them for one- two, or multi-day looped 
adventures.”      
 
Address safety 
This should be more clear in terms of urban tail safety, where 
cameras could potentially be used in tunnels, parking lots, dark 
spaces, vs. backcountry trails where safety may just mean a 
registration system at the trail head.   Consider improving detail to 
address finding balance between user safety and cost of safety 
measure implementation.  While safety is important, this criteria 
should not lead to significantly increased cost of trail 
building/maintenance.  Focus on wayfinding and trail safety 
education in general.    
   
Link Trails with Transportation 
This section needs to be clarified.  In general, the concept is good, 
but the current draft does not spell out what “transportation” 
means.  Expand this section to clarify connectivity of trails to 

Identifying priority areas of improvement can only be done 
after a mapped inventory of trails is completed. More data 
about types of trails, trail usage, and adding to the trail 
inventory is needed before an analysis can be done to 
identify specific areas of improvement. This is a laudable 
goal for the next trails plan. 
 
Provide trails where people like to use them 
We agree that identifying trail gaps and areas of 
improvement by trail type and geographic location is a 
positive way to prepare for the next trails plan. We look 
forward to discussing these ideas further over the next 5 
years as we work to implement the Washington State Trails 
Strategic Plan referenced in the recommendation to 
Maintain and Improve the Mapped Inventory. This is the 
ultimate goal of a trail gap analysis and would be valuable 
information for the next trails plan. 
 
 
 
Address safety 
The safety issues presented are meant to be broad in scope, 
not specific to urban trails. Backcountry trails also have 
safety issues as trailheads and parking lots that can be 
similar to safety issues in more urban settings. The 
Recreation and Conservation Funding Board is not 
considering any changes to policies or criteria regarding 
safety issues as part of this trails plan. This 
recommendation is general in scope and directed at 
recreation service providers and land managers. 
 
Link Trails with Transportation 
Transportation in this context is about using trails for 
transportation purposes to move from one destination to 
other. It includes all of the transportation concepts 
identified in your comment as well as others. Generally, this 

http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/WA_State_Trails_Data_Strategic_Plan.pdf
http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/WA_State_Trails_Data_Strategic_Plan.pdf
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public transportation services, improving access to and facilities at 
trailheads, and connectivity of trail systems to transition from 
paved surfaces to dirt, to limit car travel and create connections 
that truly connect urban and rural trails with backcountry trails.    
 
 
Create Regional Partnerships 
The way grants are currently developed and scored, this is already 
being done. This could benefit from more clarity and should be 
stated more directly, e.g.:  “Continue to develop and foster 
regional partnerships.”   The goal here should be for those 
regional partnerships to allow and make feasible “connected trail 
systems for a more uniform statewide trail experience and 
seamless integration of trail systems across jurisdictions and 
various public land managers.”  Outcome should be a connected, 
integrated, and equitable trail system by engaging partners across 
the state, as well as reduced cost of maintenance resulting from 
such community partnerships.  
 
Maintain Inventory of Mapped Trails 
 As long as this is done with a technology tool that can be shared 
and updated by the community (partners in item 3 above) we fully 
support this goal.  However, maintenance of maps will be time 
consuming, and there are companies dedicated to this effort 
(TrailForks, MTB Project, etc).   For this to be manageable in scope 
and effective in implementation, ensure that the mapping tool is 
open to public review and posting of trail condition updates, as 
well as the sharing of trail maintenance areas and backlogs 
reported by land managers. This backlog can then be addressed by 
regional partners through their volunteer maintenance efforts and 
other trail funding initiatives.   In other words, this map should 
become the clearinghouse for land managers to post their trail 
maintenance work needs, and for RCO grant recipients to post 
their results.  This would allow RCO to clearly show the impact of 
its grants as well, and would provide a standard communication 
tool for land managers to post their needs as well as results.  

means including trails as part of a multi-modal 
transportation network. Language will be clarified to 
provide more context. 
 
 
Create Regional Partnerships 
We agree that the grant evaluation process used by the 
Recreation and Conservation Funding Board already 
includes consideration of regional partnerships in trail 
projects. The purposes for this recommendation is to 
continue to encourage regional partnerships between land 
managers and service providers Such collaboration is vital 
to creating a trail network that crosses jurisdictional lines.. 
We agree that the outcome of partnerships you describe 
din your comment. 
 
 
 
Maintain Inventory of Mapped Trails 
The Mapped Inventory is meant to be an inventory only. 
The data for the inventory was purchased from a private 
vendor, Hometown Database. The vendor is maintaining 
the data and including regular updates. While creating an 
inventory of maintenance needs is a laudable goal, it is 
beyond the scope of this plan at this time to recommend. It 
may be of interest to specific land managers and recreation 
service providers.  
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Evaluate the State Recreation Trails Designation Program 
Economic impact data of trails has shown that landmark trails 
generate more visits.  For that reason, State Designated Trails 
should be desirable. However, strong criteria need to be created 
in what would qualify: multi-community look trails and any 
statewide east-west/north south trails should be eligible.   The 
early success of the Oregon Tiber Trail shows that state 
designations, or statewide scope adds an allure that will draw 
more visitors for “milestone” experiences.  However, this can be 
achieved through non-profit organizations as well.   Consider the 
cost and annual maintenance effort of maintaining and marketing 
this Designation program before implementing, through this 
evaluation, and work with the State Department of Commerce as 
well as Governor’s recreation advisor on how to best implement 
and execute this goal.      

Evaluate the State Recreation Trails Designation Program 
Thank you for your suggestions about the state recreation 
trails designation idea. You provide some important 
considerations as the Recreation and Conservation Funding 
Board considers this program. We encourage the Evergreen 
Mountain Bike Alliance to participate in future discussions 
about the state trails designation idea and whether it 
should be reinvigorated. 

24 Darcy Mitchem 
Toutle, WA 

I strongly support trails being part of transportation system, 
instead of categorized as a "nice to have" extra expense by 
agencies. Any mapping effort should highlight areas without 
adequate public access; like landlocked public lands and trails 
without legal public access. 

Thank you for your comments and suggestions. We will 
consider the ability to describe access issues in the Mapped 
Inventory as it is developed. 

25 Bill Oakes 
Public Works 
Director 
Island County 

I wish to offer my support for the overall planning direction the 
RCO is pursuing. In particular , I strongly advocate for the following 
proposed RCO recommendations: 
 
Linking trails with transportation 
• Establishing this link would be an important strategy for 
providing safe corridors for non-motorized transportation and for 
leveraging funding that might otherwise be more narrowly 
targeted for either transportation or recreation . 
 
Maintaining a mapped inventory of trails 
• Although a complex undertaking, a comprehensive trails 
inventory has the potential to uncover key gaps in our planning 
strategies and also foster opportunities for cooperative planning 
that could utilize funding more efficiently . 

Thank you for your comments and support for the 
recommendations in the State Trails Plan. It will be very 
helpful to have this information about the state designated 
trail corridors in Island County as the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board considers whether to pursue 
this program. We will add you input along with other 
information we are collecting about the trail coordinators 
for future discussions with the board. 
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Evaluation of the State Recreation Trails Designation Program 
• Evaluation of designated state trail corridors is an 
essential step for ensuring that funding awards account for 
current development patterns and match regional priorities. 
Specifically , I would like to comment on the State Recreation Trail 
Corridor table included in the RCO draft State Trails plan: 
o Whidbey to San Juan Island Corridor: This corridor was 
identified for bicycles, pedestrians and horses in the '70s. I am 
interested in this corridor, but have been unable to locate any 
information on it. Personal observations and data from our 
current trails planning effort indicate : 
• Bicyclists and pedestrians often travel this corridor . 
• Equestrian activity is more localized on Whidbey Island. 
 
o Whidbey/Camano  Island Water Trail Corridor was not 
identified in the State Recreation Trail Corridor table . Please 
consider the following: 
• The Cascadia Marine Trail only identifies five kayak 
campsites within Island County's 281 miles of shoreline. 
• Over 90% of respondents to a recent Island County trails 
plan survey indicated use of the shoreline, and of that group 49% 
were kayakers, 14% used standup paddle boards, and 8% canoed . 
• Water trails appear likely to be a key regional interest, 
and we are exploring ways to support paddlers in general. 
• I would definitely support State designation of an Island 
County Water Trail Corridor that would make us eligible for RCO 
grant funding to support non motorized boating activity . 

26 Nicole Sedgwick 
Back Country 
Horsemen of 
Washington 
Ellensburg, WA 

As the future grant manager for Back Country Horsemen of 
Washington, I have some concerns with the new RCO plan.  I am 
concerned that while making sure the underserved are taken care 
of, the wilderness areas are not forgotten.  Our organization is 
also worried about the existing trails that need maintenance and 
see RCO picking up new projects while existing parks and trails 
need a lot of work.  And our main concern is the horsemen of 

Thank you for sharing your concern about the needs for 
trails in wilderness areas to accommodate stock and 
horseback riding. Nine percent of the population 
participates in this type of recreation and the intent of the 
state plan is not to take away resources from these users. In 
that regard, the Recreation and Conservation Funding 
Board’s Unifying Strategy includes a goal to make Changes 
to the Grant Programs regarding underserved populations. 

http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/?page_id=1177


2018-2022 Recreation and Conservation Plan: Public Participation Report | 37 

 

# Commenter Comments Staff Response 

Washington State not be forgotten as well.  As cities are 
developing at a faster rate, places to ride are dwindling as well. 
At this point in time, Washingtonians have access to a small 
portion of the existing trails in our state.  From what I was reading, 
there is no increase in funds to even help get the existing trails up 
and running and now you are suggesting to use the little funds we 
have to build paved sidewalks and roads for people to walk, run, 
or ride their bikes on in the metro areas.  Do they get 
outside?  Yes.  Do they learn to love our great outdoors?  No.  We 
need to have the trails available for people to traverse when they 
are on day trips or going camping to learn what our world needs 
to cherish….the wilderness areas.   
 
 In the initial outline of the RCO plans, we saw where equestrians 
were included, yet they were never spoken of again throughout 
the rest of the material.  The map of trails is great, but how useful 
is it if it does not reflect what type of trail it is?  And is the trail 
passable at this point in time?  What type of shape is the trail 
in?  Does it need to be logged out?  Does it need tread 
work?  Does the trailhead support the type of trail it is?  Horsemen 
need to have parking that supports the truck and trailer at the 
trailhead.  Many of the trailheads for equestrian only support one 
or two vehicles.  Horsemen also need trails to be cleared up to 10 
feet high.   
 
I sent the list of State Recreation Trail Corridors from 1973-1978 
out to BCHW members for input.  They said that the descriptions 
of the trails are too vague to be able to use this list.  Is it possible 
to make a more accurate list?   
 
The plan seems to be mostly dealing with SCORP and social justice 
matters like diversity and underserved communities.  We have 
already supported other funds for addressing these, such as the 
No Child Left Inside fund that State Parks handles.  We also 
supported increases for the Washington Conservation Corps and 
the Puget Sound Corps component of WCC.  We would appreciate 

One of those changes will remove the state plan question 
(criteria #3) from the evaluation criteria in the Nonhighway 
and Off-road Vehicle Activities program. Instead, the focus 
on underserved populations will be added to other grant 
programs. This shift in where grant funding will focus on 
underserved populations should help address your 
concerns about funding for trails in the backcountry and 
wilderness areas, particularly in the Nonhighway and Off-
road Vehicle Activities program. 
 
Stock and horseback riding are discussed equally with other 
types of trails uses in the State Trails Plan. One addition to 
the plan will be an interactive chart that will show the types 
of recreation activity by location. For example, when 
selecting stock and horsebacking riding as the activity, the 
chart will show that the majority of horsebacking riding 
occurs on private lands. This will be valuable information to 
have in a more accessible format and will help inform 
recreation providers how to best meet the needs of the 
equestrian community. 
 
The Mapped Inventory is meant to be an inventory only. 
The data displayed in the inventory can be expanded to 
display the types of uses allowed on trails as the data set is 
improved. It currently displays some trail use information, 
but it is not complete. When information is available, the 
user is directed to the land managers Web site for more 
information about uses and current conditions.  
 
We agree that the State Recreation Trail Corridors are 
vague. This list was created in the 1970’s and we have 
limited archive materials to provide about the descriptions 
of these corridors. We encourage the Backcountry 
Horsemen to participate in future discussions about the 
state trails designation idea and whether it should be 
reinvigorated. 



2018-2022 Recreation and Conservation Plan: Public Participation Report | 38 

 

# Commenter Comments Staff Response 

it if you would make sure that the underserved communities do 
not become the only focus and our wilderness areas become 
forgotten.  BCHW works very hard to continue to do our mission 
which is keeping the back country open for all.  But we cannot 
continue to make the strides that we do without the help of 
grants. 
 
 I appreciate your time and efforts and hope that our input is 
helpful in your endeavors.   
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27 Kevin Killeen 
Land and Water 
Conservation Fund 
Advisory 
Committee 
Member 
Bellevue, WA 

“Provide for Multi-age Facilities” recommendation.   
A “Participation Table” that includes columns for both youth and 
adults instead of just “Adult Participation” would better support 
the “Multi-age” in the recommendation title. 
 
“Support a Variety of Athletic Facilities” recommendation.  
Regarding the first sentence: 
o It references the “table above” which is not visible when 
you open this recommendation and the “Multi-age” 
recommendation collapses. 
o The sentence suggests supporting a variety is only 
important for adults. I suggest adjusting this sentence to 
something like “As indicated in the previous recommendation, 
children and adults participate in a variety of outdoor sports.” 
 

“Provide for Multi-age Facilities” recommendation.   
We agree that a table that includes children participation 
rates by sporting activity would be useful, however, we were 
not able to collect this level of data about children. For 
comparison, we can use the overall participation rate in 
outdoor sports which is provided in the plan. 
 
“Support a Variety of Athletic Facilities” recommendation.   
Thank you for letting us know about the table display issue. 
It will be corrected in the final Web site. 
 
The plan will be revised to include the suggestion to include 
children as interested in a variety of outdoor sports. 

28 Darcy Mitchem 
Toutle, WA 

Broaden partnerships appeal with schools etc.  Not sure about 
spending a bunch of money on study of use.  Most communities 
know what they need, and who uses what, but to categorize that 
for the whole state seems a bit much when that money be used 
on the ground instead. 
 

Thank you for your suggestion and comment. An example of 
a partnership effort to do a field use study was added to the 
athletic facilities plan to showcase how cities and schools 
and work together. We agree that any assessment of 
facilities needs would be done at a community level, not by 
the state. 

29 Susan West 
Bellingham, WA 

I’ve read through the proposed changes to the state’s funding 
plans, and wanted to address a matter not identified: virtually 
every part of the plan focuses on land-based activities, yet 
western Washington (and to a lesser extent other places in 
Washington) has a strong marine presence, and terrific athletic 
opportunities for youth which take place on or near the water.  
 
I’d like to suggest that the focus be expanded to include: 

 sailing 

 kayaking (sea and river) 

 canoeing 

 stand-up paddling 

 wind surfing 

Thank you for your comments about water-based 
competitive sports. While sports such as sailing and kayaking 
can be competitive, the facilities needed for these activities 
are typically available as boating facilities for the public and 
not dedicated to solely to the competitive sport. The interest 
in supporting non-motorized boating facilities is better 
articulated in the Boating Grants Program Plan available 
here. The boating plan identifies recommendations for 
funding boating facilities. Competitive water-based sports 
would be an eligible activity allowed on these funded 
facilities. The socio-ecnpmic consideration you discuss are 
reflected in the 2018-2022 Recreation and Cosnervation Plan 
in the priority to Improve Equity of Parks, Trails, and 

http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/?page_id=1270
http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/?page_id=1100
http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/?page_id=1792
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 and similar activities 
My daughter is 14 and has been sailing since she was 8. She 
trains on Bellingham Bay and Lake Whatcom, in Bellingham, and 
competes all along the west coast. The benefits of this sport are 
incredible: 

 it’s equally good for girls and boys, and they compete 
directly with each other 

 it’s safe and healthy 

 it’s a lifelong activity 

 it’s social, it involves team building, it’s also individual, 
and it’s part of a worldwide community 

 kids learn physics, math, meteorology, marine biology, 
environmental values, and maritime history 

 kids are responsible for gear, planning, tactics, and 
adherence to very complex rules 

 the sailing community is broad, multi-cultured, and 
deeply caring of kids 

Sailing can be very expensive, meaning that without state help, it 
is hard to include children from the full socio-economic 
spectrum. This is unfair to children with limited means, who 
could benefit from spending so much time outside, in the 
sunshine, on the water, challenging themselves and learning an 
amazing sport.  
 
I sincerely hope that the focus can be expanded to specifically 
include funding for, e.g.:  

 docks 

 boat houses 

 gear lockers and other storage facilities 

 sail boats, sails, and other equipment 

 classrooms for chalk talks 

 power boats for coaches and safety patrols 

 equipment for races: anchors, buoys, starting signals, 
flags, larger boats 

I didn’t sail growing up; I grew up in rural Indiana, where the 
available sports were football, baseball, basketball and tennis. I 

Conservation Lands. Boating facilities are included in the 
parks in general. 

http://www.rco.wa.gov/StateRecPlans/?page_id=1792
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hated all of them. Consequently I participated in almost nothing 
athletic. If sailing, kayaking, or other water activities had been 
available, I would have had a much better childhood, and I’d be a 
healthier adult today. I volunteer many, many hours for local 
sailing programs, mostly for youth but also for adults, because I 
have seen, first hand, how healthy my daughter is because of 
sailing. I see how strong her friendships are, how deep her 
values, and how happy her childhood.  
 
Please consider the amazing ocean and lake and river options we 
have in this glorious state, and add water-based athletic 
opportunities to your program.  
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30 Guy Glenn, Jr. 
Manager 
Port of Ilwaco and 
Port of Chinook  
(Interlocal 
Agreement) 
 
Co-Chair WA Public 
Ports Association 
Marina Committee 
 

Boater Needs Assessment: 
An assessment is a useful tool.  The questions asked on the 
assessment will be developed with some intentions in mind.  What I 
would like to see is opportunities for boaters outside urban areas.  We 
have 1,100 boat slips available between the Port of Ilwaco and Port of 
Chinook.  Nearly 40% of our customers are from the I5 corridor, less 
than 20% are from Pacific County (where the Ports are located).  Our 
marina is 100% full in August, and nearly full in July and early 
September.  We sell annual moorage to most of our customers (over 
70% of recreational customers) but they are only here for a month or 
two at most.  We are not eligible for RCO BFP funds since this large 
part of our operation is with moorage over 15 days in length.  Our 
recreational customers prefer annual moorage to reserve slips but use 
them for only a short period of time.  The rates we charge are much 
less than marinas in urban areas.  We are caught in the middle, serving 
recreational customers for a few weeks, yet not meeting the 
requirements needed to qualify for BFP funding.  We have upwards of 
600 trailerable boats in the marinas for 1-2 months at most.  This is in 
addition to significant boat ramp activity. How do we bridge the gap 
when trying to set aside funds to replace aging infrastructure?  Our 
facilities are suffering because we are not able to charge enough to 
cover operations plus capital replacement, yet serve thousands of 
recreational boaters.  I understand the need to limit funding for 
transient moorage.  Could there be potential to look at an entire 
operation to see how that facility serves recreational boaters?  Our 
two ports are operating on very thin margins.  These facilities are 40-
60 years old, all built with outside money, and we do not have the 
ability to do any meaningful infrastructure replacement for our 
recreational customers.  The US Army Corps/federal government 
prioritizes channel maintenance by tonnage and off-ship value at our 
two ports.  If we lose tonnage and off-ship value our entrance 

 
Staff added an analysis of urban vs rural boaters and 
facility providers to the needs assessment 
recomendation. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
There is no proposal to change the policy on funding 
only transient moorages. 
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channels silt in and this could impact recreational boaters very 
negatively, as well as our entire operation and community.  We have 
received over $7 million in federal funding for channel maintenance 
since 2014, and are in the FY18 federal budget for about $2 million.  It 
takes both commercial and recreational activity for us to operate, and 
for the well-being of our community, and to provide recreational 
boating opportunities for the majority of our customers from outside 
the area.  Would it make sense to ask facilities that provide 
opportunities to recreational boaters what they need?  What 
challenges they face? A boater needs assessment is coming from the 
consumer side of the equation.  I think it would be helpful to ask 
marina providers and others providing recreational boating facilities 
where their challenges are and how they might benefit from the RCO 
boating program.   
 
Grant Evaluation Criteria: 
Is any weight given to assist communities trying to promote economic 
development through recreational boating opportunities?   
 
Coordinate with State Agencies 
I think RCO needs to be mindful about using BFP funds on invasive 
species.  Invasive species is a threat and we need to be vigilant but 
there needs to be a statewide program/plan before we start funding 
projects that may or may not be integrated, and ultimately effective, 
to mitigate the problem. 
 
The board seeks to allow compatible uses of publicly funded boating 
facilities... 
I am not exactly sure what the intention of this is meant to be.  Is it 
saying the BFP program will look to facilities that offer other services in 
addition to boating?  This may apply in some areas but could put 
others at a disadvantage, especially in rural communities, where there 
are not as many multi-use opportunities.   
 
In 2016, grant applications from state agencies did not keep pace 
with the increased funding based on changes to the state’s gas tax.... 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Staff changed the plan to include facility providers in 
the boater needs assessment.   
 
 
Grant Evaluation Criteria: 
Staff understand that recreation projects do have an 
economic development outcome, but RCO has no 
formal way to evaluate that and does not discretely 
include it as a factor in grant-making.   
 
Coordinate with State Agencies 
RCO will monitor the invasive species projects we 
receive and actively assess, with the Recreation and 
Conservation Funding Board, if these are in the best 
interest of the boating grants and state. 
 
The board seeks to allow compatible uses of 
publicly funded boating facilities... 
Reducing conflict is a consistent theme staff hear 
from our stakeholders.  If adopted, staff will monitor 
impacts of any discrete criteria that prioritize 
projects that reduce user conflict. 
 
In 2016, grant applications from state agencies did 
not keep pace with the increased funding based on 
changes to the state’s gas tax.... 
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I think the board needs to ask boating facilities what they need, and 
not necessarily if it only applies to transient moorage (under 15 
days).  We don’t need to give away more money to State 
agencies.  There is already a provision for them to get a large portion 
of the funding, and most of those site require little to no ongoing 
maintenance, like docks or other in water infrastructure associated 
with marinas. 
 
Coordination and Program Development,  
Coordinate Water Trails Projects... 
I am aware of non-motorized boat use and it’s increasing popularity. 
My concern is non-motorized does not work in all locations, nor do 
they pay for gas, and many of the boats are not registered.  Funding 
for non-motorized boats is transferring money generated by other 
uses towards it.  Before going into non-motorized funding too much I 
think we need to make sure motorized recreational boating customers 
are getting their needs met.   
The board will continue to evaluate policies and procedural 
pathways which improve the ability of sponsors to meet the board’s 
control and tenure requirements for boating facilities... I agree with 
this and public ports are perfect connection points for water access 
and enjoyment.  We provide comprehensive facilities for multiple 
uses.  We WANT to provide recreational opportunities for boaters 
throughout the State here in Ilwaco and Chinook.  It is becoming more 
and more challenging to make it all work financially and flexibility in 
RCO funding would be helpful.  Maybe new formulas can be developed 
to help marinas like ours or other rural marinas in the State.  

There is no recommendation to give a larger share 
of Boating Facilities Program funds to state 
agencies.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

31 Darcy Mitchem 
Toutle, WA 
 
 

It is unclear what the problem is with control/tenure that needs 
fixed.  I like efforts at efficiency and multi-use sites.  If there is too 
much money, acquisition of water sites (lakeshore, riverbank) could be 
a higher priority. 

The control/tenure item is trying to reconcile the 
Boards policy of 20+ years of required control and 
tenure before a grant is awarded, and the 
Department of Natural Resources practice of issuing 
short term leases in order to best implement its 
stewardship responsibilities. 

32 Joyce Buxbaum  Thank you --  no feedback – I think it looks good.   
 
 

Thank you for your comment. 
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RCO Boating Grant 
Programs Advisory 
Committee 

 

33 Paul Thorpe 
Past President 
Recreational Boating 
Association of 
Washington 

...I found the report very informative.  I whole heartedly agree with 
the notation of the control & tenure problems created by DNR's 
insistence on relatively short lease terms for facilities with 25 and 
longer lifespans. 

Thank you for your comment 

34 Kevin Killeen, Land 
and Water 
Conservation Fund 
Advisory Committee 
Member 

(Comments limited to format of text on the webpage) 
 

Thank you for your comment 

35 Bill Oakes  
Director 
Island County’s Public 
Works 

I wish to offer my support for the overall planning direction the RCO is 
pursuing. In particular , I strongly advocate for the following proposed 
RCO recommendations: 
...RCFB Boating Plan: Support the Growing Paddle Sports Community 
and Facility Providers 
• At an estimated $358 million, Island County's economic vitality is 
strongly linked to outdoor recreation revenue so it is critical that we 
support the ever increasing interest in paddle sports. 
Thank you for your efforts to develop a progressive long range 
planning direction for recreation in Washington  State. 

Thank you for your comment 
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36 Carolyn Guske 
 

Please keep the equestrian trails we have and LIMIT the NOVA 
trails! Offroad vehicles scare wildlife, make a lot of offensive noise, 
dust and destroy the environment.  
 
I ride and own a horse and use the beautiful WA equestrian trails. 
Do not open them in any way to vehicles! 

Reducing user conflict is highlighted in the 
Recommendations Section “Provide Quality 
Opportunities and Maintain High Levels of 
Satisfaction for NOVA Recreationists.” 

37 Jeff Chapman 
Legislative Advisor 
Back Country 
Horsemen of 
Washington 
 
Kathy Young 
President 
Back Country 
Horsemen of 
Washington 

Thank you for the opportunity for commenting on behalf of Back 
Country Horsemen of Washington. 
 
The Nonhighway and Off-road Vehicle (NOVA) grant program is 
perhaps the most important recreational grant funding source for 
developing and maintaining primitive recreation trails, 
campgrounds, and trailheads in Washington State maintained by 
the Department of Natural Resources, the US Forest Service, and 
other agencies.  Support for continuation of the NOVA program 
and its gas tax allocations are an annual effort which brings all trail 
users and organizations together to ensure current and future 
funding through biennium after biennium. With its sister federal 
gas tax fund, the Recreational Trails Program (RTP), the 
sustainability of the state’s network of public land trails and access 
has a vital safety net. 
 
While we have worked to get corresponding increases in NOVA 
with the gas tax changes, NOVA remains incomplete due to 
bonding commitments for a share of state gas tax that would 
otherwise go to NOVA. Still, the NOVA fund provides for grants 
almost three times what RTP does. 
 
We are concerned though that these grant programs were meant 
to augment operational funding, not replace it, yet the trend 
appears to put more reliance on the grants by the agencies. 
Operational and other capital revenue has been getting cut both at 
the state and federal level. While we understand one of the draft 
recommendations here is to find new criteria to address 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
At this time RCO is not able to monitor the finance 
and budgets of sponsor organizations.  In addition, 
it is likely that many of the government agencies 
maintenance funding is ever changing and 
potentially trending down which would complicate 
the awarding of grants if RCO was able to monitor 
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competitive maintenance uses by the agencies, we should be 
careful about getting complacent on advocating for proper 
operating revenues.  Again, grants are meant to augment 
operations, not be a substitute for them. With competitive grants, 
predictability on sustained operations and contract fulfillment 
becomes a problem when there is a reliance on non-guaranteed 
grant awards. 
 
Another issue with relying on gas tax revenues much like with 
highway infrastructure funding is long term viability as the use of 
gas drops. Other grant sources will be needed in the future. 
 
We do support the recommendation for maintaining a high level of 
satisfaction (Recommendation #1), but since there is currently such 
a high level, possible proposals to shift focus to different locations 
based on changed criteria should be examined very carefully. Don’t 
break something that doesn’t need fixing.  Continued funding for 
NOVA comes from a lot of hard work by user groups working with 
legislators and agencies.  
 
Both NOVA and RTP have broad bi-partisan support due to a large 
part from the coalition of users and constituencies involved.  NOVA 
has twice been involved in litigation around how the funding is 
used with respect to the state constitution and to state law.  Both 
funds end up in jeopardy when swept to other uses, no matter how 
well meaning the intent. 
  
We support responding to the changing need of project sponsors 
(Recommendation #2) as written in the draft since the 
recommendation is in line with current NOVA policies. 
 
We do not object to a NOVA update of users (Recommendation #3) 
though we use caution that not much is likely to change but that 
the last full update ended in litigation.  There actually has been a 
comprehensive JLARC study much more recently than 2003 that 
supports the current distribution – though the study was focused 

sponsor operations in this way.  In some instances, 
NOVA maintenance funds free up sponsors to 
implement needed capital improvements with the 
limited funds they do have.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The NOVA Advisory Committee’s review and 
evaluation of project proposals guides where 
funding goes on the landscape.  RCO staff will 
continue to consult with stakeholders and the 
NOVA Advisory Committee regarding any criteria 
changes. 
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on why NOVA should get its full allocation from the gas tax.  There 
has also been a second round of litigation on this very issue with 
the courts upholding the current distribution. Off-highway gas tax 
is still generated by the same uses as before. 
 
We have no objection to Recommendations #5 and #6 as long as 
the intent of the current program and the users it serves remain 
unchanged. Users that generate the revenue are expected to 
benefit from the grants. 
 
One possible recommendation we would like added is to consider 
allowing non-profits to apply and compete for a small portion of 
the NOVA grant fund. Since 5 million was added to the 
biennium account, with more expected in the future as bonds 
mature, perhaps 2.5 million could be open for non-profit 
application (about ½ the equivalent RTP fund). It is not our 
intent to unnecessarily take away from agency grant revenue.   
However, it is easier for non-profits to be vested in the effort to 
preserve a fund if they can be involved in some small way as direct 
recipients. The RCO has opened up other funds to conservation 
groups, such as WWRP, but not for recreation groups. We remain 
limited to the federal RTP fund. We realize that this will require 
additional revisions to the NOVA application requirements. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Any fuel use study may identify new users to be 
served by the NOVA program. 
 
 
 
Regarding non-profits being eligible in NOVA. (note 
that motorized non-profit groups already are)...this 
is something the board cannot implement without 
a statutory change.    Evaluating new types of 
projects (by non-profits for example) in light of 
statutory opportunities and limitations is 
referenced in Recommendations section ““Provide 
Quality Opportunities and Maintain High Levels of 
Satisfaction for NOVA Recreationists.”  However, a 
discrete recommendation to expand non-profit 
eligibility is not in the draft plan.  
 

38 Phil Wolff RCO in my opinion did a great job with this draft plan. 
 
Below are my specific comments 
 
Campgrounds and ORV sports parks 
From a mountain and dirt bike NOVA enthusiasts I believe the 
focus of funding should be for new trails and trail 
maintenance.  Funding for park operations and our maintenance of 
campgrounds (where a concessionaire could operate them with 
user fees) should be limited. If an investment needed to be made 
to say get a park or campground to a place where it could be taken 

 
 
 
 
Campgrounds and ORV sports parks 
There is no proposed change to the priorities of the 
program.   
 
Evaluating funding as it relates to concessionaire 
run areas is being considered under 
Recommendations section “Provide Quality 
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over by a concessionaire and supported by fees then that would be 
worthwhile expenditure. 
 
I also agree funding should be focused for the highest amounts of 
use in areas with trails / roads open for a variety of use 
 
If this statement below gets us to that point then I am all in favor of 
it.  
 
“Examples of evaluation criteria improvements are reconsidering 
the relevance of priority funding for projects near population 
centers, prioritizing education and enforcement funding directed at 
open recreation areas rather than enforcing closures, and 
increasing the increments at which match is scored to encourage 
additional matching resources and to create greater scoring 
differential between projects. 
 
Another way the board seeks to contribute to improved 
recreational opportunities is it to evaluate the benefits of investing 
in concessionaire run facilities such as sport parks and 
campgrounds over other facilities. The purpose of evaluating this 
issue is to ensure NOVA funds are used for public purposes to 
augment public-private sector cooperation and capacity in a 
meaningful way”  
 
 
 
On equitable distribution of fuel taxes 
I would look at the miles of roads open to travel by all types of fuel 
powered vehicles and the miles of roads they can drive in say a 
particular forest. 
For instance the Capitol Forest near Olympia has 500 miles of dirt 
roads which are open for travel by all NOVA recreationists : 
hunting, ORV, driving for pleasure, driving to trailheads and or 
campgrounds vs say Tiger Mountain which would have very little 
road miles. Equestrian and ORV tow vehicles I would guess burn 

Opportunities and Maintain High Levels of 
Satisfaction for NOVA Recreationists.” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
On equitable distribution of fuel taxes 
Staff will consider this suggestion if a fuel use study 
is commissioned. 
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more fuel then say a Prius traveling to a trailhead a ¼ mile or less 
off of pavement. I also believe the hunters get short changed given 
the amount of miles driven is forests which are open for this 
activity.  
 
Streamline grant making  
Block grants would be good in some situations, I favor in person 
evaluations for at least some of the competitive grant dollars. In 
person evaluation also allows more transparency  
 
The board will work to improve the efficiency and efficacy of the 
grant making process. The number of applications has been 
increasing and requests have shifted towards seasonal 
maintenance and operations programs, as opposed to discreet trail 
projects. These maintenance (and operations) program requests 
are increasingly hard to distinguish from one another. Therefore, a 
consideration of how funds within categories are prioritized, and 
how projects are grouped and evaluated would likely improve the 
grant making process. For example, a written evaluation method as 
opposed to an in-person evaluation may be preferred, or the board 
may consider block grants for at least a portion of NOVA funds. 
 
Coordinate with other state agencies  
I agree with the state however here is an idea. 
 
The board should also encourage state agencies and the federal / 
local governments  to coordinate.  For instance DNR seems to do a 
good job with trails however they at times struggle with providing 
overnight use.  State Parks has trouble getting trail projects off the 
ground but they do a great job with providing overnight use at a 
minimal or no cost to the agency and or NOVA funds. There are 
places where multiple agencies have land near one another – 
perhaps in some cases one agency could be a focal point?  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Coordinate with other state agencies  
The board’s role to direct the actions of other state 
and federal agencies is limited.  However, an 
expanded scope of the current NOVA plan as 
identified in Recommendations section “Coordinate 
with Other State Agencies” may effect which 
activities are funded with NOVA funds in each 
agency. 
 

39 Kevin Killeen 
Land and Water 
Conservation Fund 

(Comments pertain to format of text on the website) 
 

RCO staff have made edits to the draft plan 
language and sent other comments to our web 
developer. 
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Advisory Committee 
Member 

 

40 Jason Goldstein 
Winter Recreation 
Program 
Washington State 
Parks and 
Recreation 
Commission 

I took a quick look at the WA Trails and NOVA draft plans.  There is 
very little mention of winter recreation other than some recreation 
use graphs. Some of our winter recreation enthusiasts are calling 
asking clarifying questions related to: are the rules changing and 
not allowing for winter recreation grants? Can a club still apply and 
qualify for these grants?  I assume nothing has changed just that 
the plans lack reference to winter activity.  
 
I would recommend you add “winter recreation activities” when 
you are describing the plans recreation participation, not just off 
road vehicle and or hiking etc.  Snowshoeing, cross country skiing, 
snow play, ski-joring, and snowmobiling are winter pursuits you 
could mention.  It’s not directly clear that winter recreation 
qualifies, although you do have links to the grant application 
process, that does not seem to have changed from last season.   
 
It would be nice to see participation rates of winter related 
activities, isn’t it around 30%?  I see you do list Snow and Ice 
Expenditures at $1,726,729,167 
You reference recreate in the snow on private lands? Over 95% of 
the winter trails our program manages is on Federal Lands USFS, 
plus State and DNR. 
 
There is a lot of very useful information in these draft plans, and it 
has a nice layout.  Hopefully you can incorporate a little more 
emphasis related to winter recreation pursuits. Many thanks. 
 

There are no proposed changes to grant policies for 
winter recreation.  Staff has updated the draft plan 
to reference winter recreation. 

41 Byron Stuck 
President 
Washington Off 
Highway Vehicle 
Alliance 
 

On behalf of the Washington Off Highway Vehicle Alliance 
(WOHVA), please accept these comments on your Draft State 
Recreation and Conservation Plan.  WOHVA is the advocacy and 
political action arm of motorized off road recreationalists in the 
state of Washington.  We have over 13,000 represented members.  
Our Board and volunteers have collected the following comments 
(NOT in priority order): 
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1. Plan Format – We’re sorry but the first comment is about 

form and not substance.  The website-only version of this 
plan may improve the number of views but it made it 
more difficult to evaluate and search.  You may also be 
confused by sources for our comments in this document … 
we apologize but believe that’s another unintended 
consequence of the chosen display.  Most of our 
comments relate to the NOVA and Trails Plans.  In the 
future if an additional single document would be made 
available, that would simplify key word searches, 
referencing comments and also allow the entirety to be 
reviewed more easily.  It will be interesting to see the user 
feedback on this web-only approach. 

2. Coordination With “Other Agencies” – We love the 
encouragement to share and work with other state 
agencies.  This should be done with the goal of improving 
efficiency through sharing planning, training, equipment 
and the like.  It should not be an end in itself and the 
investment in coordination needs to be less than and keep 
in perspective the value received. 
 
Also, if more coordination with state agencies is good, 
then more coordination with the USFS is also good.  The 
parallel here is obvious, especially considering the recent 
study examining innovative passes for land access.  
Neither the animals nor your human customers see 
boundaries between state and federal land, trails or other 
off road resources as relevant … so you shouldn’t either.  
And this vision and messaging needs to come from 
leadership and plans like these, as front line staff already 
appreciate the wisdom and indeed work together behind 
the scenes whenever possible.  We all should promote 
joint planning (this plan includes statewide survey data 
but recommends primarily state responses).  We should 

 
We have received similar feedback and will 
consider changes for the next planning cycle.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The board has limited ability and authority to 
coordinate the plans and actions of other agencies. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NOVA funded equipment can be shared by agencies 
as long as it serves the funded purpose.  
 
 
 
 
 
 



2018-2022 Recreation and Conservation Plan: Public Participation Report | 53 

 

Number Commenter Comment Staff Response 

also promote sharing equipment and other maintenance 
materials, training and indeed staff wherever possible. 

 
3. Survey Improvement – It was impressive to see in the 

2017 resident survey report that 11% of respondents 
participated in motorized off road (p.59).  This validates 
our organization and the work of many committed 
volunteers.  It was also appreciated that the universities in 
our state were being used for research support instead of 
the private sector.  This is another great example of 
working with “other state agencies”.  
It was difficult, though, to see the NOVA reference for the 
recommendation #1 say that there was “very high 
satisfaction with the opportunism typically supported by 
NOVA”.  The inference we took away from this was there 
was a very high satisfaction with NOVA. Looking at Table 
5.4 in the same 2017 survey we observed only a 23% high 
satisfaction and the modal response was “only” satisfied.  
Our user base mirrors this response where there is some 
satisfaction with the NOVA program, but it cannot be 
characterized as “very high”.  Improvement of this 
satisfaction should be a prominent goal within these 
plans, as should greater quantity and quality of trail 
mileage. 
 

4. Growth in UTV’s – It would be nice to see a high level plan 
like this address some specific problems within motorized 
off road recreation.  For example, there’s been a dramatic 
growth in UTV’s with little corresponding response in 
terms or trail or road supply to address that demand.  
There’s a need for better road use legislation as well. 

 
5. Grant Efficiency – There are helpful comments within the 

plan regarding longer grant terms and cycles so that land 
managers can focus on their land, and not their funding 
request.  Efforts to streamline the specific grant making 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Recommendations section “Provide Quality 
Opportunities and Maintain High Levels of 
Satisfaction for NOVA Recreationists” has been 
updated to reflect the comparable lower 
satisfaction of ORV and Hunting/Trapping 
recreation.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A section in the Recommendations section “Provide 
Quality Opportunities and Maintain High Levels of 
Satisfaction for NOVA Recreationists” has been 
added to address new trends and supporting 
emerging/new needs of the program. 
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process are also helpful.  Regarding grants, one 
observation several volunteers have made is that the RTP 
funds don’t seem to be visible to many land managers.  
They exhaust their NOVA possibilities but don’t appreciate 
that there may also be funding from RTP.  This knowledge 
should be more visible. 

 
 
6. Fuel Study – There is a recommendation to update the 

2003 Fuel Study and this needs to be considered in light of 
the other services that that funding could provide.  If the 
overall objectives for a trail plan can be simplified to 
“providing excellent trail mileage” then the first use of 
funding should be directed to trails themselves, either 
maintenance or growth. 
 
If there is a fuel study, motorized off road needs to aid in 
the design, as it is a key funding source of the NOVA 
account, and there are several improvements needed in 
such a study: 

 The study was flawed as it compared motorized 
off-road fuel use to non-motorized non-highway 
road use and did not include motorized non-
highway road use of our RV and tow rigs.  The 
unique aspects of motorized off road where both 
tow vehicle mileage as well as trail mileage 
consume fuel needs to be accounted for. 

 Please insure that any future fuel use study 
measures the percentage of all WA State taxed 
motor fuel used off highway by wheeled vehicles 
including National Parks, National Forest roads, 
BLM roads, and trails, private lands, etc., i.e. 
insure that it does not just determine the 
percentage of use by NOVA user type of the 
current NOVA fuel tax allocation. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Language has been added to the fuel use study 
recommendation which identifies the importance 
of stakeholder inclusion, as well as the importance 
of a thorough, accurate and equitable 
methodology. 
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 The prior study also did not provide the people 
surveyed with the real legal definition of a non-
highway road, leaving many to assume that it was 
everything but a highway/freeway.  Improving 
this legal definition should also be another part of 
this plan in that some prior applicants in urban 
areas had very little connection to a “non-
highway road”. 

 And finally, motorized off road is more typically a 
group activity due to risks and support. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on these draft plans.  
We observed that the State Recreation Trail Corridors document 
(from 1973-1978) did not even list motorized off-road recreation - 
we appreciate being included here! 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact us if you would like further 
information on any of this. 

42 Tod Petersen 
Legislative/Land Use 
Coordinator 
Northwest 
Motorcycle 
Association 
 

On behalf of the Northwest Motorcycle Association I am submitting 
the following comments concerning the Draft State Recreation and 
Conservation Plan: 
  
Fuel use study 
We support a new fuel use study, but must highlight the 
importance of generating accurate results. The previous study 
failed to provide the study recipients with a legal definition of 
nonhighways road, leaving them to make their own assumptions, 
hence fatally flawing the study results. 
  
Eligibility threshold for Nonhighway road funding 
It is very important that the eligibility requirements are not 
circumnavigated by grant applicants by identifying a short portion 
of access driveway as a Nonhighway road. 
  
Funding private entities 

 
 
 
 
Language has been added to the fuel use study 
recommendation which identifies the importance 
of stakeholder inclusion, as well as the importance 
of a thorough, accurate and equitable 
methodology. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policies for purchased equipment ensure long-term 
tracking of use and maintenance.  Equipment must 
be used for its funded purpose.  
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It is critical that grants providing capital improvement or major 
equipment funding include language that requires long term and 
affordable public access. 
  
Engaging public input 
The existing known Nonhighway and offroad vehicle organizations 
are an underutilized resource. Better engagement would facilitate 
improved utilization of grant funds. 
  
Respectfully submitted 

 
 
 
 
 

43 Arlene Brooks 
Four Wheel Drive 
Owner 
 
 

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to comment on the Draft 
State Recreation and Conservation Plan – specifically RCFB – NOVA 
Plan - Funding 
By all indications through the Assessment of Outdoor Recreation 
Demand survey, there is public satisfaction regarding how the Non 
highway and Off Road Vehicle Activities (NOVA) committee had 
advised the Recreation and Conservation Office (RCO) in their 
approval of past grants.   The NOVA advisory committee remains a 
vital part of the allocation and use of moneys towards outdoor 
recreation; they represent the views and needs of the users. 
With outdoor recreation being a multi-billion dollar industry the 
legislature needs to take a closer look at the revenue that’s being 
directed to our annual economy; there is a need to appropriate 
revenue and be directed to an outdoor recreation fund. The 
motorized communities have already taxed themselves, ORV 
permit fee, State fuel tax, and participates in the current Discover 
and Forest Passes, and it’s time for the Legislature to act in the 
name of recreation. 
Another avenue the Legislature could take to elevate the revenue 
shortage on recreation would be to direct a full 1% state fuel tax to 
the NOVA fund; as the recent increase of fuel tax has not increased 
the NOVA fund. 
Thank you for your time in this matter. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
If commissioned, staff will evaluate including the 
1% refund limit in a fuel use study.  
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